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CHAPTER I. THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
QUESTIONS 
As kids we were told 
at some point in the climb 
the question would become 
"How much money do you want 
and what are you willing to do for it?' 
A cliched question, of course, 
and as it turned out ctfier thirty years in business, 
one I've never heard asked 
of anyone anywhere 
except in the movies or on TV. 
In our early days, 
sometimes we asked it of ourselves 
as tfwe had a choice 
other than to keep climbing or quit, 
not how much money. 
but money or no money. 
There is the myth, 
on campus or in the church 
or the union halls 
or the congress or the military 
or the civil service, 
everywhere except in business, 
that we can pull back, 
let up, slow down, ease off, 
that all we have to do 
is just decide to take less money. 
It is our desire for money, 
they think, 
that keeps us at the office or on the road 
twelve hours a day 
six days out of seven. 
Listen. 
Most of us do our jobs 
because we love to do our jobs 
cmd we know only one way to do our jobs. 
Take it or leave it. 
Yes, the money has its place 
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in our hierarchy of needs, 
as they say, 
sometimes a symbol of praise, 
sometimes a measure of worth, 
sometimes a way to buy time; 
as for the questions, 
they are always lying there somewhere. 
often just below the surface, 
but they are never about money. 
—James A. Autry 
Money. Praise. Worth. Power. Prestige. Fun. Challenge. Making a difference. What is it 
that inspires in people the desire to "do a job"? Why would they choose a career that keeps them 
"at the office" for prolonged periods of time? What is it that would motivate them to persevere in 
occupations nested in controversy? While it is simple to make assimiptions about why others 
would choose given careers, generalizations would not, as the poem suggests, capture the truth. 
"Seeking first to understand" the persons who actually do the work best provides the answers 
(Covey, 1991). Those are the people to whom it is important to listen. 
Consider the career of a public school superintendent in the state of Iowa. What would 
evoke the passion to choose a leadership role woven with conflict—from raising smdent 
achievement scores to allocating scarce financial resources to fixing crumbling school buildings to 
enduring the personal attacks from constituents—and choose year after year to continue the 
journey? Would predictions about their motivations be accurate? Would subsequent efforts to 
respond to their motivations in nourishing ways actually have the intended result? 
The state of Iowa is experiencing an "administrator crtmch" in the public schools (Lee, 
1998, p. M8). A recent study of Iowa superintendents, with over a 90 percent response rate, 
revealed that half of the superintendents (50.9%) plan to retire by 2004, including one-third of 
those by 2003. The year 2003 is appealing to many administrators due to the higher "lid" for 
retirement benefits that will take effect that year. Another study of Iowa school administrators' 
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retirement intentions, conducted by SAI and the Iowa Department of Education, revealed that of 
the 1,880 Iowa school administrators who served during the 1998-99 school year, 35.9% (674) of 
them will be eligible to retire by 2003, and expect that 610 of them will do so. Given the current 
seven-year final average salary plan, 11.8% of those who are eligible intend to retire in 2000, 
16.4% in 2001, 25.9% in 2002, and 90.5% in 2003. If, however, a three-year final average 
salary was employed, the findings suggest that school administrator retirements would be more 
balanced; namely, 37.3% of the retirement age administrators would plan to retire in 2000, 
25.8% in 2001, 19.9% in 2002, and 10.1% in 2003. 
Not otily is the "graying" of these leaders a concern, however; the researchers also found 
that over one-half of the superintendents (54%) have given serious consideration to resigning their 
positions in Iowa to serve instead in another state, primarily for higher salaries and improved 
retirement benefits (Else, Lutz, & Dietzenbach, 1998, p. 8). Coupled with the increased volume 
of persons leaving these leadership positions is the fact that the number of candidates vying for 
the openings is dwindling. Compared to the nimiber of applicants pursuing superintendency 
openings just five years ago, approximately one-half to one-third that amount are now applying 
("Superintendent Drain in the Forecast for Iowa," p. MS). 
The present smdy is a cooperative effort, with School Administrators of Iowa (SAI) serving 
as a parmer with Iowa State University. Results will inform key stakeholders about the 
characteristics that motivate a person to pursue and remain in the superintendency in Iowa public 
schools. While research has examined the reasons for the school leadership shortage (Lutz & 
Dietzenbach, 1998), job stress for superintendents (Larsen, 2000), and perceived barriers for 
persons who are certified to serve as superintendents but choose not to apply for openings (Smith, 
1999), little is known about the job characteristics that motivate individuals to serve in these roles. 
Further, data will show the extent to which the characteristics are actually present in their current 
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positions as public school superintendents. Finally, results will be compared to Herzberg's 
Motivation-Hygiene Theory and demographic variables will be examined. Shared understanding 
will contribute to efforts to strengthen the candidate pool for and longevity of public school 
superintendents in Iowa. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study investigated the shortage of people motivated to enter the superintendency and 
remain in service in Iowa public schools. The present smdy sought to identify job characteristics 
that are perceived as contributing to the motivation to serve and remain as public school 
superintendents in Iowa, the extern to which the practicing superintendents feel they are able to 
actuali2:e the characteristics in their current roles, and the relationship of the results to Herzberg's 
Motivation-Hygiene Theory. It also considered differences among demographic variables. 
Purpose of the Study 
This study identified factors perceived to influence the motivation for persons to serve and 
remain serving as superintendents in Iowa public schools, and detennined the extent to which 
practicing superintendents feel they are able to actualize the factors in their current positions. In 
addition, this smdy examined how the results relate to Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. A 
secondary purpose of this study was to determine if the demographic variables of gender, age, 
degree completion, years of service, shared or single school district, size of school district, work 
load, location of school district, and future career plans make any significant differences in career 
motivation and/or perseveration. 
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Objectives of the Study 
This research study included the following objectives: 
1. Determine the potency of motivational job characteristics in seeking the 
sup>erintendency as perceived by public school superintendents in Iowa. 
2. Determine the potency of motivational job characteristics in continuing to serve as a 
superintendent as perceived by public school superintendents in Iowa. 
3. Determine the extent to which practicing superintendents feel they are able to actualize 
the job characteristics in their current positions. 
4. Determine the extent to which superintendents' actual performance aligns with their 
identification of important job characteristics. 
5. Determine whether there are significant correlations between motivational job 
characteristics in seeking the superintendency for public school superintendents in Iowa 
and the demographic variables of gender, age, degree completion, years of service, 
shared or single school district, size of school district, work load, location of school 
district, or future career plans. 
6. Determine the existence and strength of relationships among motivational job 
characteristics in continuing to serve as a public school superintendent in Iowa and the 
demographic variables of gender, age, degree completion, years of service, shared or 
single school district, size of school district, work load, location of school district, or 
future career plans. 
7. Determine the existence of support for the motivational theory of Herzberg among the 
influential job characteristics in seeking the superintendency. 
8. Determine the existence of support for the motivatioiul theory of Herzberg among the 
influential job characteristics in remaining a superintendent. 
9. 
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Determine the existence of a significant difference in the selection and retention of the 
superintendency in motivational categories. 
Research Questicms 
This study was designed to answer the following research questions. 
1. What job characteristics are most important in motivating an individual to seek the 
superintendency in Iowa public schools? 
2. What job characteristics are most important in motivating an individual to remain a 
public school superintendent in Iowa? 
3. To what extent do practicing superintendents feel they are able to actualize the 
characteristics in their current positions? 
4. How do the actual performances of superintendents align with their identification of 
important job characteristics? 
5. How do important job characteristics in seeking the superintendency differ among 
superintendents in Iowa based on gender, age, degree completion, years of service, 
shared or single school district, size of school district, work load, location of school 
district, and fiimre career plans? 
6. How do important job characteristics in remaining a superintendent differ among 
superintendents in Iowa based on gender, age, degree completion, years of service, 
shared or single school district, size of school district, work load, location of school 
district, and future career plans? 
7. Do the influential job characteristics in seeking the superintendency support the 
motivational theory of Herzberg? 
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8. Do the influeniial job characteristics in remaining a superintendent support the 
motivational theory of Herzberg? 
9. Do the selection and retention of the superintendency differ in motivational category? 
Hypotheses of the Study 
The null hypotheses formulated to ansv^er the research questions included the following: 
1. There are no job characteristics that are important in motivating an individual to seek 
the superintendency in Iowa public schools. 
2. There are no job characteristics that are important in motivating an individual to remain 
as a public school superintendent in Iowa. 
3. There are no important job characteristics that superintendents are able to actualize in 
their current positions. 
4. There is no significant difference in the extent to which superintendents' actual 
performances align with their identification of important job characteristics. 
5. There is no significant difference in important job characteristics in seeking the 
superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on gender, age, professional 
preparation, experience, work load, size of school district, shared or single school 
district, location of school district, or future career plans. 
6. There is no significant difference in important job characteristics in remaining a 
superintendent among superintendents in Iowa based on gender, age, professional 
preparation, experience, work load, size of school district, shared or single school 
district, location of school district, or future career plans. 
7. There is no significant relationship between influential job characteristics in seeking the 
superintendency and Herzberg's motivational theory. 
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8. There is no significant relationship between influential job characteristics in remaining a 
superintendent and Herzberg's motivational theory. 
9. There is no significant relationship between the selection and retention of 
superintendents among motivational categories. 
Basic AssumptitMis 
This investigation was based on the assumption that a sufficient number of subjects (public 
school superintendents practicing in the state of Iowa) would willingly agree to respond to the 
questionnaire (see Appendix A) to yield statistically significant data. It was fiirther assumed that 
each respondent would complete the questionnaire fully and honestly. Finally, it was assumed that 
job characteristics listed in the questioiuiaire in reality may have a relationship or impact upon 
motivation. 
Delimitatioiis 
The subjects invited to respond to the survey were limited to superintendents who practiced 
in Iowa public schools during the 1998-99 and 1999-2(XX) school years and were members of 
SAI. The data for this study were collected in October and November of 1999. This study was not 
intended to determine the factors that dissuade persons from choosing or persevering in the 
superintendency. 
Defiiiitioii of Terms 
Specific terms relevant to this sudy are defined as follows: 
1. Area Education Agency CAEA): One of fifteen (15) subdivisions of the state, under the 
jurisdiction of the Iowa Department of Education, for the purpose of providing a wide 
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range of educational services to all school districts (public and private) located within 
the geographic boundaries of the area. 
2. Factor: One of the elements contributing to a particular result (Webster, 1998). 
3. Hygienes ("extrinsic factors): These factors are associated with the context of work. 
They are associated with lower order animal needs to avoid unpleasantness in the 
environment. The ten hygiene factors, as identified by Herzberg, are company policy 
and administration, supervision-technical, interpersonal relations (superior), 
interpersonal relations (subordinate), interpersonal relations (peer), work conditions, 
salary, factors in personal life, status, and job security (Herzberg, 1966). 
4. Job satisfaction: A positive interaction of individual needs and individual perceptions 
relating to the job and its environment (Hopkins, 1983). 
5. Motivators (intrinsic factors): These factors are associated with the content of the work. 
They are associated with the higher order need for psychological growth. The six 
motivators, as identified by Herzberg, are achievement, recognition, work itself, 
responsibility, advancement, and possibility of growth (Herzberg, 1966). 
6. School Administrators of Iowa (SAD: A professional organization, based in West Des 
Moines, Iowa, with the purpose of enhancing quality education in all communities in 
Iowa by serving and developing educational leaders throughout the state. 
7. School district: A subdivision of the state with the purpose of conducting educational 
programs and services governed by an elected board of directors with one 
superintendent. 
8. Superintendent: The chief school district officer or general administrator of a school 
district, not including associate, assistant, or deputy superintendents. 
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CHAPTER n. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This study examined the factors that are perceived as contributing to the motivation to serve 
and remain as public school superintendents in Iowa, the extent to which practicing 
superintendents feel they are able to actualize the factors in their current roles, and the 
relationship of the resiilts to Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. In addition, the study 
investigated differences in demographic variables. Selected literature related to the factors salient 
to the study were reviewed and are presented in three sections: I) School Superintendent 
Shortage, 2) Motivation to Work and Job Satisfaction, and 3) Studies of School Superintendents. 
Key resources utilized for the literature in this study included the Iowa State University 
Library, Drake University Library, West Des Moines Public Library, the School Administrators 
of Iowa (SAX), and the Iowa Department of Education. Research sources consisted of the 
Educational Resources Information Clearinghouse, Resources in Education, Education Index, 
Current Index to Journals in Education, Dissertation Abstracts International, Psychological 
Abstracts, Educational Administration Abstracts, Inter-Library Loan, the Internet, and selected 
individuals. 
School Superintendent Shortage 
"HELP WANTED: Dynamic professional to lead venerable institution through period of 
rapid change and political tumult" (Winters, 2000, p. 70). From the want ads to the headlines of 
newspapers, from the professional newsletters to the educational conventions, warnings abound of 
a nearing crisis in school leadership. The clock is ticking. 
11 
What do public school superintendents do? Why are they choosing to enter—and leave—the 
superintendency? And is the crisis for real? 
The job 
The person responsible for leading a school district confidently into the 21'' century is the 
superintendent of schools. Hired by a local Board of Education, that individual is in charge of the 
quality of teaching and learning that takes place for the children in the system, along with 
overseeing the persoimel, fiscal, and legal operations within the district (Hodgkinson & 
Montenegro, 1999, p. 7). In addition, the superintendent of schools "must be concerned about 
economic development, property values and community pride" (Bolten, 1998, p. Ml). 
The superintendent is the one employee of the school district who reports directly to the 
board. Knezevich (1984) explained: "The authority within the superintendency is a delegated 
authority. The board determines what authority shall reside within the superintendency to 
implement board policies and to operate the system in an efficient and effective manner. 
Superintendents are held accountable for realizing educational objectives and the delivery of 
quality educational programs and services" (p. 291). 
Historical perspective 
The public school superintendency is over ISO years old. Knezevich (1984) chronicled its 
formation and development: 
It evolved as a new administrative position in educational systems only after other 
approaches failed to administer effectively the dynamic and complex systems of 
public education.... The rapid growth of populations and enrollments during the 
nineteenth century demonstrated that an administrative and operational system that 
worked well in isolated rural schools failed in the larger and more dynamic urban 
communities.... By 18S0 many school boards in large cities were ready to admit that 
executive problems such as supervising instruction, grading schools, and keeping 
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track of school property in rapidly growing systems were beyond the capabilities of a 
lay, part-time administration agency.... The creation of the American school 
superintendency was the alternative destined to survive in spite of resistance.... 
Before the nineteenth century came to an end, the superinteixiency concept was to be 
recognized as the only promising solution to the administrative problems confronting 
public education, (pp. 291-292) 
Superintendents have historically been considered a "larger-than-life symbol of the 
community" and were largely referred to in male terms (Grogan, 2000, p. 120). A review of the 
superintendency in the second half of the 20*'* century points to a changing and often contradictory 
role. Based on an extensive review of literature in this area, Grogan (2000) recounts significant 
changes in the superintendency. She observed that in the 19S0s and 1960s, the school 
superintendent was compared to "the new executive in peacetime America...and borrowed 
principles of action from business, government, and the military" (p. 120). Scientific management 
theory influenced the superintendency by the end of the 1960s and the role was viewed as the top 
of an administrative hierarchy. Further, public expectations grew for the efficient management of 
public resources in the schools. In decade of the 1970s, the political aspect of the job was 
prominent. By the 1980s, along with the importance of financial efficiency, the superintendent 
role corresponded more with "corporate leadership skills infiised with political maneuvering than 
with fimdamental educational knowledge and expertise" (p. 121). With the reform movement in 
the 1980s and continuing into the next decade came a greater attention to the superintendent's role 
as a change agent. A reinvigorated interest in the superintendent's instructional leadership role 
also emerged in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Instructional involvement was balanced with a 
"political eye" (p. 123). 
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Contemporary issues 
Entering the 21" century with reform initiatives from the past decade loaded in their 
backpacks and new weights of visionary expectations on their shoulders, superintendents have 
neither clear paths to follow nor maps to guide their way. Grogan (2000) clarifies the unique 
challenge that contemporary superintendents face: "Ambiguous messages from a variety of 
publics force the superintendent to be both a politically astute entrepreneur and an expen 
educator. Public outcries are often translated into pressures to change. This means that few school 
districts are free of reform efforts of one kind or another. But the various publics present very 
different perspectives and demand very different solutions to educational problems as each group 
defines them...this lack of coherence and direction poses many challenges for current 
superintendents" (p. 117). 
Roles and responsibilities. What do superintendents do? A sampling of their work follows: 
• Maintain positive personal relationships with school board members. 
• Cope with special interest groups. 
• Thrive through a lack of finances. 
• Seek to increase student achievement. 
• Talk with the media. 
• Adapt to changing demographics. 
• Respond to insignificant matters. 
• Attend ball games, school plays, musical performances, and debate tournaments. 
• Comply with state-mandated reforms. 
• Decide if school should be called off because of snow—or temperatures—or threats of 
violence—or a ball game. 
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• Initiate new programs. 
• Carve out time for their own families. 
The job of the top school leader is clearly multi-faceted. Holcomb (1987) provided a more 
descriptive illustration of a superintendent at work: 
The superintendent is responsible for everything that happens in the school 
system—curriculum and instniction, collective bargaining, compliance with new and 
old laws and regulations from state and federal legislatures and bureaucracies, food 
service, transportation, maimenance, construction, you name it. It's the 
superintendent who deals with disgruntled local merchants who want to know why 
they didn't receive the bid for the new school roof or with outraged community 
members who have strident views on sex education or reUgion in the schools or with 
parents who want to know why Aunt Mary and the family reunion can't use the high 
school gym for free. (p. 32) 
Is the job exciting, or is it intimidating? Koimert & Augenstein (1990) maintain that "the 
breadth and complexity of the responsibilities that go with the superintendency, along with the 
fact that the superintendent has the ultimate responsibility for the performance of all aspects of the 
system, make the superintendency an awesome, and at times, an overwhelming position. Some 
individuals thrive in this milieu. Others become hesitant and timid at the thought of making 
decisions that have a significant impact on many lives, both student and staff, and that will 
constantiy be communicated broadly and receive continuing and close scrutiny. The fact that one 
often has to stand alone can be frightening; there are no other superintendents in the school 
system" (p. 56). 
Indeed, the superintendent is considered to be the one individual that has the influence to 
make the needed changes in a school district. Johnson (1993) adds that the superintendent is 
"hired by a school board to diagnose the district's problems, envision a new and vigorous future, 
and prescribe a treatment to revive it. Thus, citizens hold high expectations for their appointed 
superintendents and confidence in the power of vision and the possibility of change from the top" 
(p. 23). 
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Approximately once each decade, the American Association of School Administrators 
(AASA) sponsors a research study to create a database on the superintendency, the first of which 
was conducted in 1922. Data are gathered from a nationwide sample and findings are reported on 
such topics as superintendency backgrounds, roles, expectations, training and preparation, stress, 
job satisfaction, and demographics. Glass (2000) served as the lead investigator of the most recent 
AASA superintendency study entitled, "The 21" Century Superimendent: Guardian of Public 
Education." He asked superintendents what the board expects them to do. Most superintendents 
indicated that the boards expected them to be an educational leader (46%), followed by the role of 
managerial leader (36.2%). The categories of political leader, leader of reform, and "other" 
yielded fewer responses. 
It is important for superintendents to understand board expectations and follow through in 
seeking to reach them. Knezevich (1984) emphasized the importance of an alliance between the 
superintendent and the board: "The superintendent's close working relationship with the board 
and the fact that he/she serves at the pleasure of the board are enough to indicate the importance 
of effective superintendent/school board relationships. The superintendent is professionally 
obligated to either implement board policies, even though opposed to them, or resign. The 
superintendent cannot expect the board to shield the position from all criticism, but is entitled to 
broad public suppon when carrying out board directives or policies" (p. 294). 
To strengthen the relationship with school boards, it is important that superintendents 
communicate with them. When Glass (2000) asked superintendents to indicate the number of 
hours they spend in direct communication with school board members (e.g., telephone, lunches), 
he found that most superintendents spend less than three hours each week in such interaction. 
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Stress. Conflicts, concerns, pressures from increased accountability, and high visibility are 
key parts to the superintendent's "job package." Given the myriad of demanding roles and 
responsibilities, it only follows that stress would find a place to grow in the minds and bodies of 
public school superintendents. 
Administrator stress was examined by Gmelch (1996). He stated that stress "intrigues and 
plagues superintendents and scholars alike. Within the past three decades an exponential 
proliferation of articles on the stresses and strains of school administrators has emerged-^ore 
than 1,000 since 1966" (p. 32). Glass (2000) asked superintendents what concerned them most in 
their jobs. He found that the top distressor was money to run the school district. This concern was 
followed by not having enough time to do their work, and third, by standards and testing. 
The time issue was highlighted by Bluhm (1998), a past president of the Vermont School 
Boards Association and a seven-year local board member. He captured the realities of the 
stressful demands of the job: "A superintendent who spends two days a week mediating a dispute 
between a school board and its principal doesn't have enough time to attend to five other boards, 
other schools and other duties. Even worse, the superintendent has no time left to do the thing we 
really need the most—to produce a coherent K-12 experience for smdents" (p. 49). 
Then there is the added stress of keeping their jobs. Blumberg (1985) reminded us that 
superintendents serve the school boards. Superintendents know that an outcome of making an 
unpopular decision could be the loss of their jobs—boards may ask for their resignation at any 
time, for any reason. Kaufhold (1993), a former superintendent in two North Carolina school 
districts, spoke from personal experience; "As all superintendents know, once the public portion 
of the meeting is over, the doors are closed, the smiles come off, and the real agendas are 
discussed. This is the arena where it all happens. This is where egos get crushed or bruised and 
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where battles are won and lost and, yes, where superintendents' contracts are renewed or bought. 
This is the political aspect of being a superintendent" (p. 40). 
For those superintendents who negotiate multiple-year contracts, the stressor of losing a job 
may be reduced. Glass (2000) reports that most superintendents from his nationwide sample 
indeed have contracts beyond one year; data show that three-year contracts are most common, 
and some individuals even have contracts up to five years. By contrast. Glass advised that in 
1984, 28 percent of the superintendents in Illinois worked under one-year contracts. 
Yoder (1994) examined the job situations that superintendents perceived as stressful and 
determined the magnitude of each stressor. He investigated the possible relationships among 
selected demographics and biographic variables {i.e., age, tenure as superintendent, tenure as 
superintendent in current district, personality type, enrollment size, hours worked per week) to 
perceived stress levels in selected categories of job situations (board stress, staff stress, public 
stress, role stress, state stress, personal stress). The sample included 34 superintendents of a 
northeast Kansas purchasing cooperative. He also interviewed six of the participants. 
The findings were generally consistent between the quantitative and qualitative data. 
Relationships existed between some of the variables: a strong predictor of personal stress is the 
number of hours worked per week; a strong negative predictor of personal stress is the age of the 
superintendent; a strong negative predictor of role stress is enrollment size of the district; the 
number of hours worked per week is a strong positive predictor of state stress; and a strong 
predictor of board stress is personality. 
Interacting with a hostile, confrontive board member was the most stressful job situation for 
the superintendents studied. Remaining stressfiil situations, in order of strength, included: 
2) dealing with the pressures of firing a well-known teacher or coach, 3) leading the school board 
through a controversial issue, 4) not renewing a contract for a staff member who has board 
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support, S) firing, non-renewing and reprimanding staff, 6) working with a split board, 7) dealing 
with a crisis situation (e.g., student, staff death, fire, or natural disaster), 8) confronting angry or 
upset parents, 9) handling public feedback/criticism that occurs in the public participation portion 
of the regular agenda, 10) (tie) dealing with pressure created by expansion; the addition of new 
responsibilities without dismissing previous assigned roles (e.g., asbestos, EPA) and 10) (tie) 
bargaining with teachers (Yoder, 1994, p. 71). 
School board relations emerged as the most stressful category based on a rank order of the 
mean responses by general topics. Data analysis showed the remaining order of stressfiil 
categories; public relations, staff relations, roles/responsibilities, examining the role of the state 
legislature and state board of education, and personal demands on the superintendent (Yoder, 
1994, p. 74). 
Gmelch (1996) presented a comparison of the ten leading stressfiil issues faced by 
superintendents between 1976 and 1993. His research revealed that the stressors have remained 
fairly constant through the two decades. The leading "stress traps" for superintendents in the 1993 
study were: 1) gaining public approval for financial support, 2) complying with rules and policies, 
3) being involved in collective bargaining, 4) imposing excessively high self-expectations, 
5) knowing I can't get information I need, 6) feeling progress on my job is not what it should be, 
7) participating in activities after normal business hours, 8) making decisions affecting the lives of 
others, 9) feeling I have too heavy a workload, and 10) feeling that meetings take up too much 
time (p. 36). Gmelch recommends that superintendents seek to recognize the "stress traps" and 
address them through actions such as the ones he offers. 
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Choosiiig the superintoideiicy 
Would superintendents, if they had the chance to do it over again, choose the same career? 
Most studies reveal an afiGrmative response (Chand, 1982; Graham, 1985; Glass, 1992; Glass, 
2000). 
Why do individuals opt for this job? Some hypothesize that the salary is a key motivator to 
move from teaching to the top level in administration. True, the superintendent is generally the 
highest paid employee in a school district. Hodgkinson and Montenegro (1999) point out, 
however, that the position is not always that attractive from a financial perspective: 
The average teacher's salary in 1997 was $39,580. Secondary principals on average 
made $72,410, while superintendents had an average salary of $98,106. A teacher 
would gain more financially by becoming a principal (with a "net gain" of $32,830) 
than a principal (with a "net gain" of $25,696) would by becoming a superintendent! 
Indeed, for a good teacher, the principalship at either the elementary or secoiKlary 
level provides 1) a new set of administrative challenges, 2) significant increase in 
fuiancial rewards, 3) continued contact with students and curriculum issues, 4) focus 
on one school which is more motivating for many than spreading one's energies over 
many groups and tasks, playing school board and community level politics, and other 
things superintendents must do that principals don't, and 5) the ability to control most 
of what one is accountable for, while superintendents are often accountable for things 
they do not control, (pp. 12-13) 
Carlson (1972) asked superintendents why they chose to aspire to this leadership role. 
Among the responses he recorded were: "'The job mmed up and there I was.' 'Just happened that 
this (superintendency) turned up.' 'Had not given much thought to the position before this 
opportunity came up.' 'The superintendency becomes a normal goal once in education.' 'Always 
wanted to be superintendent, sort of my ambition.' 'Aimed from the first for it; plaimed jobs to 
get experience in all grades; I decided to be a superintendent when I decided to enter education'" 
(p. 50). 
Those who decide to aspire to the superintendency generally follow one of two "paths" to 
get there. One common route is: 1) teacher, 2) principal, 3) superintendent; while a second 
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traditional course is 1) teacher, 2) principal, 3) central office administrator, 4) superintendent. 
Based on recent data from superintendents lutionwide. Glass (2000) concludes that career patterns 
for administrators have changed somewhat. Whereas in previous ten-year studies, most 
superintendents moved directly from jobs as principals to the top leadership position (generally in 
a small district); at the dawn of the 21" century, more administrators are choosing employment in 
central office roles, not as superintendents. 
Historically, most superintendents previously served as secondary school principals. 
Currently, however. Glass (2000) reports that the data are beginning to show a slight increase in 
the number of elementary principals entering the top school leadership positions. While the 
principalship is frequendy the entry-level step leading to the superintendency, studies show that 
most principals do not choose to serve as superintendents (Hodgkinson &. Montenegro, 1999). 
Glass (2000) provides updated information about the nation's school districts and the 
individuals who have chosen to lead them at the dawn of the 21" century: 
• Approximately 13,000 individuals serve as school superintendents in our country (he 
drew the sample for his study from 12,604 superintendents). 
• Approximately 76 percent of the school districts in the United States have fewer than 
3000 smdents. 
• School district sizes are increasing. The average growth of the school districts from the 
responding superintendents was 5.87%. 
• The percentage of female superintendents has more than doubled in the last decade. In 
the 1990 smdy, 6.4% of the respondents were female as compared to 14.6% in 2000. 
• Internal appointments to the superintendency have increased from previous ten-year 
smdies. Approximately one-third of the superintendents were made up of internal 
candidates. 
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• Data regarding minority superintendents indicate that they predominantly serve in 
minority districts. The number of Latino superintendents serving in Texas has increased 
from the previous ten-year study. In school districts with 90 percent or greater white 
populations, he found no African-American superintendents. 
• Female superintendents are not as experienced as the males in this sample. Data reveal 
that women have served as classroom teachers longer than men have. 
Despite the increases in the percentages of female superintendents, the numbers remain low. 
Vail (1999) points out, "Female superintendents remain a remarkably small minority when you 
consider that the pool of potential superintendent candidates is overwhelmingly female" (p. 21). 
Her research shows that about 12 percent of U.S. superiiuendents are women, representing an 
increase of 4 percent in ten years, and they primarily are selected to serve in troubled, urban 
school districts. Tallerico and Burstyn (1996) further argued that even with the discourse 
encouraging more diversity in the superintendency, the underrepresentation of females is 
unmistakable. These researchers pointed out that the efforts to increase the numbers have 
predominantly targeted barriers to their access to the position and largely ignore retention issues 
of women in the superintendency. 
The traditional career path to the superintendency has not been helpful to women. Vail 
(1999) makes a case: 
Nearly three-fourths of all public school teachers are women, and 60% of central 
office administrators are women. However, there is also an imofficial path to the 
superintendency, and it traditionally begins with the high school principalship. Many 
would-be superintendents spend time at the helm of a secondary school; after all, high 
school principals handle large budgets and numerous employees, which is seen as 
good training for a superintendent. The next step is often a central office position in 
the business or facilities office—again, good experience for a superintendent, who will 
need to manage money and construction. This is the career path many search 
consultants have come to expect when they review candidates for the 
superintendency. But unfommately, it's a path that leaves most women at a 
disadvantage. Women are more likely to have been elementary school principals than 
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high school principals are. About 41 % of elementary school principals are female; 
nearly 14% of secondary principals are female. The jobs they take in the central 
office often are as curriculum or special education coordinators. The perception often 
is that women cannot handle finance or construction." (p. 24) 
While it is tempting to do so. Vail (1999) cautions against generalizing about female leaders 
based on their gender. She emphasizes that "these highly successful career women are too 
complex and diverse to be easily categorized by gender. They are more different than alike. Some 
women superintendents practice the so-called feminine managerial style of con^>romise and 
consensus. Others manage in a traditionally male authoritarian way. Some are imcomfortable with 
the politics of the job. Others thrive in the political arena. Some believe their gender has played a 
prominent role in their careers. Others say they've never faced gender bias" (p. 21). 
The leadership crisis 
National concern 
With fewer people selecting the school superintendency as a career choice, a public school 
leadership meltdown is predicted in the near future. USA Today features the dismal outlook on its 
front page: "A nationwide crisis looms among the nation's 14,300 superintendents within the next 
few years, research shows. The timing could hardly be worse; Educators already are scrambling 
over a shortage of qualified teachers. Even with the best leaders, school districts are challenged 
by skyrocketing enrollment, tougher academic standards, and enormous pressures to produce top 
test scores. The plight of public education deepens without quality superintendents" (Henry, 2000, 
p. lA). 
The mmover of superintendents in large city school districts is commonly high. Henry 
(2000) cites, for example, that 12 persons have served in the role of superintendent in New York 
City within only 20 years, and in Kansas City, there have been 18 superintendents in the last three 
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decades (p. lA). Not as common, however, is the pending crisis in smaller-sized school districts 
throughout our country, largely due to upcoming retirements, according to researcher Bruce 
Cooper from Fordham University. Data support the concern regarding retirements: A "typical" 
public school superintendent is male, white, 52 years old, remains on the job just over seven 
years, serves a total of 30 years in education, and retires around age 57. 
Henry (2000) cites Cooper's study, financed by AASA, of 1,719 randomly selected public 
school superimendents. He asked the question, "Is the school superintendent becoming an 
endangered species—a job and role in crisis if not in meltdown?" Paul Houston, executive director 
of AASA, reflected the seriousness of the problem by stating, "Administrators who may be 
considering the superintendency look at those already in those roles, see how unbalanced their 
lives often are and say, 'Thanks but no thanks'" (Henry, 2(XX), 2A). 
Henry (2000) goes on to repon the research results; 
The Fordham survey by Cooper, Lance D. Fusarelli and Vincent A. Carella found: 
88% of superintendents agreed that the "shortage of applicants for the job is a serious 
crisis in American education." 92% were concerned that "high turnover in the 
superintendency means a serious crisis in keeping strong leaders in the position." 
Only 18% of superintendents expressed imerest in a superintendency in large, urban 
school districts. 91 % agree strongly that "my work in this district has given me real 
career satisfaction"; however, only 65% indicated they would "truly recommend the 
profession of superintendent as a meaningful and satisfying career" to a fellow 
educator, (p. 2A) 
One of the recommendations offered in the Fordham study, according to Henry (2000), is 
to raise the salaries of superintendents. Another suggestion was to allow reciprocity in pension 
plans so that superintendents would retain benefits as they move from one job to another, 
regionally or nationally. 
Glass (2000) questions the veracity of a "grave crisis" in the American school 
superintendency. He contends that this fear is based on opinions, not data. While the crisis may 
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be real, he found no data at the state or national level regarding the number of individuals in the 
applicant pool or the number of candidates actually applying. 
Cunningham and Burdick (1999) surveyed twelve superintendent search firms to collect 
data about the applicant pool. Results showed a consensus among the respondents that the quantity 
of applicants had decreased, as had the number of first-time aspirants. Further, most of those 
interviewed indicated a decrease in quality of the candidates. One search firm stated that a mere 
10 percent of their applicants were "really qualified." The most notable finding is the shortage of 
qualified candidates willing to serve in very large and very small school districts. 
A statement in an AASA newsletter captured the concern for the shortage of school 
superintendents: "Frequent turnover among school superintendents became a noticeable trend a 
decade ago. But the number of chief administrative jobs open this year, particularly in large 
districts, indicates that the issue is becoming even more acute" ("Districts searching for 
superintendents," in AASA Leadership News, 1999, p. 1). Director Paul Houston claims that the 
shortage is not due to fewer qualified people. Instead, he argues that "fewer people are applying 
for administrative jobs and more are leaving the field because of abuse and blame" (p. 1). 
Consultant Gary Ray, who has worked with school boards to recruit superintendents for 
over 20 years, shares the concern. "We have a graying of the superintendents...there are not 
enough people entering into the market to fill these jobs...we're really into what I would call a 
crisis situation" ("Districts searching for superintendents," in AASA Leadership News, 1999, p.5). 
State of Iowa concern 
Iowa needs strong educational leaders to inspire the building of thriving learning 
communities for students of all ages in the 21" century. Public school superintendents play a key 
role in bringing people within a school district together to create a shared vision of the future they 
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seek to create. While meaningful change evolves over an extended period of time, research 
resiilts indicate that the average tenure of service for superintendents in a given district is three 
years (McICay & Grady, 1994), and for superintendents in urban settings, the average is only 2.5 
years (Rencher, 1992). Iowa's statistics reveal longer superintendency tenures than the lutiorial 
average. The 1998-99 Iowa data show an average stay of 6.45 years. Superintendents in the 15 
largest districts typically served 6.06 years (Tryon, SAI). 
The Iowa Department of Education prepared a policy statement on the school administrator 
shortage that was adopted by the State Board of Education in March, 1998. The statement 
clarifies the pending crisis: 
Effective leadership is essential to schools' ability to successfully educate the citizens 
of the future. School administrators provide that leadership. 
Iowa has a long history of educational excellence, and skilled administrators at 
all levels have been a major reason for that success. Now, a shortage of qualified 
school administrators is affecting Iowa—a shortage that could seriously hinder the 
state's ability to build on its tradition of excellence and create schools to meet the 
needs of its citizens in the 21st century. 
The evidence of an administrator shortage is plentiful. The average number of 
applicants for a superintendent's position in Iowa has declined seriously and a similar 
decrease has occurred in the number of applicants for other administrative positions. 
While the number of applicants is declining, qualified Iowa educators are choosing 
not to take administrative positions. Over 2,000 lowans who are endorsed for 
administrative positions are currently employed in the education system in non-
administrative positions. Women and racial/ethnic minorities continue to be 
underrepresented among the state's school administrators. Compared with other states 
Iowa ranks low in the number of women superintetidents and in the number of 
racial/ethnic minorities in all administrative positions. Finally, enrollment in graduate-
level school administration programs has declined statewide. 
Iowa's school administrator shortage is not a recent phenomenon and it will not 
be corrected quickly. Currently, practicing administrators and representatives of 
professional organizations and higher education are implementing a variety of 
strategies to address the issue. The State Board supports those efforts. 
In order to reduce administrator shortages and to strengthen school leadership, 
the State Board of Education: 
• Endorses recruitment efforts that identify teachers and students for school 
administrator programs, including specific strategies to recruit women and 
minorities for school leadership. 
• Encourages higher education institutions to collaborate with a broad range of education 
stakeholders in order to rethink administrative roles, to conduct a comprehensive 
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assessment of administrator preparation programs and to redesign those programs to 
reflect the leadership requirements of 21st century schools. 
• Recommends collaboration among administrator preparation programs, the Board of 
Educational Examiners, area education agencies, school districts. School Administrators 
of Iowa, the Department of Education and the State Board of Education in order to 
redesign administrator preparation to include leadership development and mentorships. 
• Supports licensure requirements that establish research-based performance standards 
essential to school leadership. (Iowa Department of Education, 1998) 
Pools of candidates for Iowa superintendency positions are decreasing as the openings 
increase, and, as a result, the state of Iowa is experiencing an "administrator cnmch" in the public 
schools (Lee, 1998, p. M8). Compared to the number of applicants pursuing superintendency 
positions just five years ago, only approximately one-half to one-third that amount are now 
applying ("Superintendent drain in the forecast for Iowa," in The Des Moines Register, 1998, p. 
M5). Schools that would attract 100 job applicants in the early 1980s are lucky to lure SO today, 
according to David Else, director of University of Northern Iowa's Institutes of Educational 
Leadership (Lee, 1998, p. M8). In addition to fewer qualified applicants, Tryon also reports a 
volume of educators in Iowa who are certified to serve as superintendents but choose not to seek 
the positions (Bolten, 1998, p. Ml). 
The Director of Iowa's Department of Education, Ted Stilwill, cautions that the pending 
scarcity of superinteiKlents and other school administrators has negative implications for Iowa 
schoolchildren. Given the predicted large exodus of administrators at the end of the 2002-2003 
school year, some school districts will be void of any experienced administrators. Stilwill 
remarks: "lowans should be concerned about this leadership shortage because it will result in a 
leadership drought in hundreds of Iowa schools, affecting thousands of Iowa schoolchildren" 
("Administrator shortage looms," in The Dispatch. 1999, p. 1). 
A 1998 smdy of Iowa superintendents conducted at UNI, with over a 90 percent 
response rate, revealed that half of the state's 360 superintendents (50.9%) plan to retire by 
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2004, including one-third of those by 2003. The year 2003 is appealing to many administrators 
due to the changed cap for retirement benefits that will take effect that year (Lutz & Dietzenbach, 
1998, p. 8). Results were quite similar in a study released by the Iowa Department of Education 
and SAI one year later. They found that over one-third of the state's school administrators 
(35.9% of 1,880) will be eligible to retire by 2003. Of those, 93 percent indicated that they 
planned to retire in the year 2003 ("Administrator shortage looms," in The Dispatch, 1999, 
p. 1). 
Not only is the "graying" of these leaders a concern; the UNI researchers also found that 
over one-half of the superintendents (54%) have given serious consideration to resigning their 
positions in Iowa to serve instead in another state, primarily for higher salaries and improved 
retirement benefits (Lutz & Dietzenbach, 1998, p. 8). Comparatively low salaries for Iowa 
administrators discourage some educators from choosing to serve in the state, according to 
Gaylord Tryon of SAI. Teachers' salaries are ranked 34* nationally, and he believes the 
administrative ranking to be comparable (Lee, 1998, p. M8). 
SAI has assumed a leadership role in seeking solutions to the administrator shortage 
problem. Beginning in the fall of 1995, an SAI Task Force to Recruit and Retain Quality School 
Administrators was formed to develop recommendations. One of the outcomes was a Future 
Search Conference, co-sponsored by SAI and the Northern Trails Area Education Agency, 
organized to gather Iowa stakeholders (school administrators, school board members, parents, 
teachers, business leaders, college and imiversity faculty, search consultants) to engage in 
dialogue about the past, present, and future of educational leadership in the state. The invitation 
to panicipate in the conference capmred the concern: 
Iowa is facing a leadership crisis in K-12 education. At a time when the demands for 
improving the nature and quality of educational experiences for Iowa's young people 
is greatest, fewer and fewer educators {e.g.. classroom teachers, guidance counselors) 
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are choosing to go into school administration. Unless we take some immediate and 
proactive steps to address this situation, Iowa will be shortchanging the future of the 
next several generations. 
There are many reasons for this leadership shortfall, most of which are con^lex 
and inter-related. The point is that as a state we need to utilize creative, powerAil 
interventions if we are to turn this situation around. Earlier this wimer SAX convened 
a task force to address this issue. Invited participants included many people from 
around the state who are actively involved in recruiting, preparing, or selecting 
school administrators. Participants spoke about the changing nature of leadership, 
how different the skills need«l now are from the ones most school administrators 
were trained to utilize; how few strong candidates apply for the host of openings in 
superintendencies, principalships and central office positions, and how Iowa's 
educational community has not kept pace with the changing demands of the 
information age. We are not proud of those realities, but we are determined to do 
something about them. 
Dr. Gaylord Tryon, SAI 
Dr. Troyce Fisher, Northern Trails AEA 
(letter received by this researcher, June, 1996) 
One of the proactive responses to the leadership crisis in our state is evidenced by a 
collaborative effort among representatives of SAI, Iowa State University, Drake University, the 
University of Northern Iowa, and the University of Iowa. To increase the number of teachers 
who are certified to serve as administrators, an administrative certification program is offered at 
the SAI office in West Des Moines, reaching out to teachers within a 50-mile radius of the Des 
Moines metro area (Lee, p. M8). 
In October of 1999, SAI and the Iowa Department of Education released research results of 
Iowa school administrators' retirement intentions. From the 1,880 Iowa administrators who 
served during the 1998-99 school year, they sampled individuals who were of retirement age, 
including superintendents, assistant superintendents, principals, assistant principals, AEA 
administrators, and AEA directors. They found that 35.9% (674) of the administrators will be 
eligible to retire by 2003, and anticipate that 610 of them will do so. Their study goes on to 
examine the retirement plan of those individuals if a three-year final average salary were used to 
determine benefits as opposed to the current Iowa Public Education Retirement System (IPERS) 
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plan of seven years. They found that the percentage of retirements would be more balanced 
during the school years leading up to and including 2003 if the three-year final average salary was 
implemented immediately. Given the current seven-year final average salary plan, 11.8% of those 
v/ho are eligible intend to retire in 2000, 16.4% in 2001, 25.9% in 2002, and 90.5% in 2003. By 
contrast, if a three-year final average salary were utilized, 37.3% of the retirement age 
administrators would plan to retire in 2000, 25.8% in 2001, 19.9% in 2002, and 10.1% in 2003. 
Based on their research results, SAI and the Iowa Department of Education are developing 
a retirement benefits proposal to present to the state legislature. The purpose of the proposal is to 
alleviate the negative impact in 2003 with the anticipated large numbers of administrative retirees. 
"The proposal calls for returning to a three-year final average salary to calculate retirement 
benefits, rather than the current seven-year salary phase-in. This change would distribute the 
number of administrator retirements on a more orderly annual basis" ("Administrator shortage 
looms," in The Dispatch, 1999, p. 1). 
Summary 
This first section of the review of literature presented a background of the school 
superintendency, including a historical perspective, contemporary issues, and choosing to serve in 
this role. In addition, studies were presented relating to the school leadership crisis at both a 
national and state level. The next section will provide the theoretical framework for the smdy. 
Motivation to work models and job satisfaction trends will be reviewed. One theory in particular, 
Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory, will be examined in greater detail. 
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Motivatioii to Work and Job Satisfaction 
The study of what motivates people to work and what keeps them satisfied to continue 
working has been an area of interest for researchers and practitioners for many years. In 1935, 
when Hoppock reported on his study of teacher job satisfaction, he stated, ">Miat we seek is an 
optimum satisfaction which will release us from the tension of a frantic and persistent urge to be 
doing something else, but leave us dissatisfied enough to have something left to work for. A 
better understanding of the causes of job satisfaction is desirable, not because it will enable us to 
become completely satisfied, but because it may help to relieve that intense and painful 
dissatisfaction which injures both the individual and the society in which he lives" (Hoppock, 
1935, pp. 51-52). 
Gruneberg (1979), in his book. Understanding Job Sati^ action, further explained the 
reasons why this topic is germane: "Most individuals spend a large part of their working lives at 
work, so that an understanding of factors involved in job satisfaction is relevant to improving the 
well being of a large number of individuals and an important aspect of their lives. Another 
important reason for investigating job satisfaction is the belief that increasing job satisfaction will 
increase productivity and hence the profitability of organizations" (p. 1). 
Historical perspective 
At the dawn of the 21" cenmry, an examination of personal motivations for why people 
work—and continue working—provides fresh insight into ways in which organizations may 
support human beings in their work. Presently, a common motivator is perceived to be money; 
that is, people seek jobs and stay in jobs that provide financial rewards. However, Dtmiaine 
(1996) writes: 
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When you ask people why they work, most will tell you, in a tone usually reserved 
for slow children and dimwitted in-laws, that they do it for the money. But if that's 
entirely true, how do you explain people like Warren Buffet or Bill Gates, whose 
combined net worth is greater than the GNP of Luxembourg and yet who throw 
themselves into their jobs as if their next meal depended on it? Or why do so many 
lottery winners, after a few months of chan^iagne, oysters and a suite at the Ritz, end 
up punching a clock again, if not at their old job, at some other kind of work. When 
Robert Weiss, a research professor at the University of Massachusetts, asked people 
in a survey whether they'd work if they had inherited enough to live comfortably, 
roughly eight out of ten people said yes. So if it's not only money, what is it? More 
and more people today—and the trend is particularly advanced among baby 
boomers—are looking to work to satisfy some deeply individualistic, emotional, and 
psychological need. Now that the boomers have hit middle age and become morbidly 
preoccupied with their mortality, this most self-indulgent of all generations is 
beginning to ask hard questions about work and what it all means. Says Scott Adams, 
creator of the nationally syndicated comic strip, "Dilbert," and a close observer of the 
American work scene: "In your 20s you're mostly concerned with having enough 
money to eat.... In your 3(^ you start thinking, 'Is this all there is? Am I going to be 
an accountant and die?'" (pp. 196,198) 
Dumaine (1996) goes on to report the results of a study conducted by Fortune in which 
business managers, ranging from CEOs to warehouse supervisors, were asked to state the reasons 
why they worked. Besides the common response of paying the house bills, the three most 
frequently cited reasons were "to make the world a better place, to help themselves and others on 
their team grow spiritually and intellectually, and lastly, to perfect their technical skills" (p. 198). 
While money is clearly an important reason to work, it may not be the factor that moves 
people to engage fully in their jobs. Hock (1999) contends, in Birth of the Chaordic Age, "Money 
motivates neither the best people nor the best in people. It can move the body and influence the 
mind, but it cannot touch the heart or move the spirit" (p. 253). A search for meaning in work is 
evidenced by the increasing number of books, workshops, and consulting firms centered on this 
topic. Dumaine (1996) offers two examples of highly sought-after consultants; "Stephen Covey, 
who conducts the corporate equivalent of tent revivals and who should earn $70 million in fees 
and royalties this year, is a hot draw in corporate suites these days. Peter Senge, author of The 
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Fifth Discipline and director of MIT's Center for Organizational Learning, commands fees as 
high as $40,000 to talk about, among other things, making work more meaningful" (p. 198). 
Senge (1990) contends that we confuse our jobs with our identities; 
When asked what they do for a living, most people describe the tasks they perform 
every day, not the purpose of the greater enterprise in which they take pan. Most see 
themselves within a "system" over which they have little or no influence. They "do 
their job," put in their time, and try to cope with the forces outside of their control. 
Consequently, they tend to see their responsibUities as limited to the boundaries of 
their position, (p. 18) 
Looking back on the previous century, a review of job satisfaction and motivation literature 
as it applied to work evolved just as our nation grew from an industrial to an information society. 
The studies focused on how to motivate workers to increase productivity, reduce absenteeism, 
and gain overall satisfaction with the job. 
Theories and models of motivation 
Hoy and Miskel (1987) defined motivation as the "complex forces, drives, needs, tension 
states, or other mechanisms that start and maintain voluntary activity toward the achievement of 
personal goals" (p. 176). While motivation is hard to define and is used in a variety of contexts. 
Hoy and Miskel maintain that most definitions include three elements: 1) activity forces existing 
within persons, 2) behavior directed toward something, and 3) environmental reinforcement. 
Konnert and Augenstein (1990) maintain that the theories on motivation are as diverse as 
the definitions. Even so, the focus of motivational theories is "to answer frequently asked 'why' 
questions about human behavior" (p. 88). Two primary theories of motivation are evident from 
the literature to answer those "why" questions, process theories and content theories. Process 
theories focus on the interactions among factors to analyze ways in which the job characteristics 
may be moderated by personality and psychological factors to influence behavior. Content 
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theories assume that all people are motivated by a common set of factors, and it is the 
identification of the factors within the person and the job environment that influence the behaviors 
(e.g., specific needs, incentives, and goals). 
Maslow's Need-FulfiUment Theory. Maslow's theory of motivation (1954) expanded the 
body of knowledge related to himian needs. Key among the process theorists, he identified 
psychological drives, hierarchical in nature, that are manifested as human needs. 
Maslow (1954) proposed a five-level hierarchy to explain human needs: 
self-actualization 
esteem 
belongiiig 
safety 
physiological 
He maintained that when lower-order needs are satisfied, new and higher-order needs emerge. 
The bottom level, he explained, are the physiological needs that are essential to sustain life such 
as food, water, and shelter. These needs are strongest until they are satisfied. Once those needs 
are met, the safety needs emerge, including the protection from danger, threat, and deprivation. 
Upon fulfillment of the safety needs, the third-level needs are most important. These are the needs 
for belonging, including the giving and receiving of love, acceptance, and firiendship. Esteem 
needs, the desire for strength, achievement, status, and recognition, follow. The final need in 
Maslow's hierarchical theory is self-actualization, which includes the need for knowing, 
understanding, reaching one's potential, and aesthetics. 
Herzberg's Motivation-Hygieiie Theory. Another process theory is Herzberg's 
Motivation-Hygiene Theory, also referred to as the Two-Factor Theory (Herzberg, Mausner, & 
Snyderman, 1959). Herzberg, a psychologist, developed his theory about job factors that motivate 
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employees. This theory of motivation proposed that humans have two sets of basic needs: animal 
and human. The animal needs relate to the environment and the avoidance of pain, and the human 
needs relate to psychological growth through involvement with a task. Herzberg built on the work 
of Maslow in that lower-order needs must be satisfied before moving to higher levels of 
productivity. 
Applied to the work setting, the two sets of needs are met through the job context 
(environment) and the job content (psychological growth). Based on the two sets of needs, two 
separate and distinct sets of factors were identified that affect people's motivation to work. 
The factors that impacted the job context were termed "hygienes," based on the use of the 
term in the medical field, referring to prevention and environment. These ten hygiene factors 
were believed to only cause dissatisfaction with the job, but did not motivate individuals to 
perform. Hygiene factors included company policy and administration, supervision, interpersonal 
relations with superiors, interpersonal relations with peers, interpersonal relations with 
subordinates, working conditions, salary, factors in personal life, status, and job security. 
Hygiene factors, Herzberg believed, caused a short-term change in attitude toward the job as a 
result of avoiding unpleasanmess in the work environment. 
By contrast, Herzberg and his associates found distinctly different factors, intrinsic to the 
job, that motivate workers. These factors were termed "motivation factors" or "motivators" since 
"they are effective in motivating the individual to superior performance and effort" (Herzberg, 
Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959, p. 74). He concluded that the six factors of achievement, 
recognition, the work itself, responsibility, advancement, and possibility for growth were the 
main cause of job satisfaction. Findings from his studies suggested that achievement and 
recognition caused a short-term change in attitude towards the job, whereas a long-term change in 
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attitude was caused by the factors of the work itself, responsibility, advancement, and the 
possibility for growth. 
In siun, Herzberg (1959) argued that "the opposite of job satisfaction would not be job 
dissatisfaction, but rather no job satisfaction; similarly, the opposite of job dissatisfaction is no job 
dissatisfaction, not satisfaction with one's job" (p. 76). That is, satisfaction and dissatisfaction do 
not rest on two ends of one continuum but rather are two separate entities. Herzberg's theory will 
be explained more extensively in another section of the review of literature. 
Vroom's ElxpectanQr Theory. Vroom's (1964) Expectancy Theory, a content theory, 
views behavior as directed toward reaching outcomes that involve anticipated satisfaction and 
away from those that are aversive. This theory seeks to explain the differences in motivation 
among individual workers as it relates to reaching organizational goals. Vroom contends that an 
individual is motivated by psychological and environmental conditions. If an individual's 
perception of rewards increases, then effort will increase, and vice versa. Performance in a work 
setting, then, is one way that an individual may meet specific goals he or she seeks. As such, 
performance (leading to the specific outcome, such as a reward) is then a means to satisfy the 
individual, a contrast from Herzberg's view of job satisfaction as a means to performance. 
Locke (1969) contended that Vroom's model "is not primarily intended to explain 
satisfaction at all (except in terms of other satisfactions). Rather its purpose is to account for 
choices and overt actions which stem from one's satisfactions and anticipated satisfactions" 
(p. 322). 
The theory involves a mathematical relationship among three concepts: valence, 
instrumentality, and expectancy. Valence refers to value, or the individual's perceptions of 
negative or positive rewards derived from the job (such as a promotion). Instrumentality is the 
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personal effort needed to achieve the reward. Expectancy involves the probability that the 
behavior will be achieved, given a certain level of effort. The behavior of the worker, then, is 
based on his or her perception of the likelihood of being successful. 
Miskel and Ogawa (1988) explained the naathematical reality of Vroom's theory by stating 
chat the "motivation to behave in a certain way changes as the level of each variable increases or 
decreases. Because the relationships are multiplicative, if one of the variables is zero, effort is 
zero" (p. 282). If the valence increases, so will effort; and if instrumentality increases, effort will 
also increase (and vice versa). 
Job-Characteristics Model. Based on a process theory of motivation, the Job-
Characteristics Model integrates features of Maslow's Need-Fulfillment Theory of Motivation, 
Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory, and Vroom's Expectancy Theory. The model includes 
three psychological states and five job characteristics that are considered requirements for job 
enrichment and enhanced internal motivation (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). 
The motivational level of an individual at work, according to this theory, is the product of 
the meaningfiilness, autonomy, and feedback he or she observes within the work environment. 
Meaningfulness involves the need for the individual to view the job as valuable within the 
organization. As such, a clear identification of significant skills and tasks needed to do the job 
should be obvious to the worker. Autonomy refers to the extent to which the individual senses a 
responsibility for results, as the greater the sense of responsibility, the higher the motivation to 
perform. Finally, feedback allows individuals to know their results. Motivational levels will be 
increased when workers receive consistent feedback on their effectiveness (Miskel & Ogawa, 
1988). 
Glasser's Control Theory. Glasser's (1990) control theory suggests that all humans are 
bom with ±e Hve basic needs of survival, love, power, fun, and freedom. He champions the 
cause for people to live their lives in ways that satisfy one or more needs. He states, "It is always 
what we want at the time that causes our behavior. The outside event (stimulus) may seem to be 
the cause, but it never is" (p. 40). He extends his argument to the concept of rewards. "It is not 
the reward but the person's evaluation of how much he or she wants the reward that determines 
behavior." Managers who use rewards achieve more than managers who use punishment because 
rewards tend to be more need-satisfying, but workers may still resent the manager's power to 
give or withhold the reward" (p. 41). Glasser stresses that what happens externally does influence 
our choices, but does not cause our behaviors. We gain information from the outside, but it is an 
internal issue as to how we act as a result of the information. 
Trends in job satisfaction 
Hoppock (1935) defined job satisfaction as "any combination of psychological, 
physiological, and environmental circumstances that causes a person to say 'I am satisfied with 
my job'" (p. 47). That is, job satisfaction is influenced by a plurality of factors. His early 
definition remains generally affirmed by researchers (Hoy & Miskel, 1978). 
Job satisfaction is related to, but not the same as, motivation, according to Herzberg (1959). 
He contended that motivation is a cause of behavior, whereas satisfaction is the result. Satisfaction 
with the work itself, in turn, serves as a strong motivator to work. 
Job satisfaction has been examined in studies for much of the 20^ century, including, but 
not limited to, the fields of education, business, industry, and psychology (Hoppock, 1935; 
Maslow, 1954; Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Vroom, 1964; Herzberg, 1966; Ford, 
1969; Armstrong, 1971; laimone, 1973; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Schmidt, 1976; Gnmeberg, 
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1979; Daniel & Esser, 1980; Friesen, Holdaway, & Rice, 1983; Young & Davis, 1983; Diener, 
1984; Lee & Wilbur, 1985; Gaziel, 1986; Frase, 1989; Matheson, 1991; Pillar, 1991; Frase, 
1992; Frase & Sorenson, 1992; Suner, 1996; Dinham & Scott, 1997). Early research that studied 
job satisfaction was closely related to productivity of the workers, including turnover and 
absenteeism. Research efforts were often funded by industry so that their efficiency and 
effectiveness could be increased. Trends in job satisfaction research beginning in the early 1900s 
follows. 
Scientific management. Gruneberg (1979) tells of the investigation conducted by Taylor in 
1911 at the Bethlehem Steel Company to analyze worker attitudes. Production was increased 
when there was an appropriate match between the worker and the machine. Taylor later proposed 
the scientific management theory in which staiKlardization of methods were employed. Procedures 
included features such as bonuses to reward productivity and isolating workers from one another 
to reduce distractions. Individual needs of workers were largely ignored. 
Human relations. The movement away from scientific management to human relations 
resulted in efforts to increase productivity and job satisfaction by addressing needs for creativity, 
autonomy, and positive interpersonal relationships among the workers. 
The "Hawthorne Smdy," cited by Gruneberg (1979), was conducted in the late 192C)s by 
Mayo and his associates at the Hawthorne plant of the Western Electric Company to research 
individual and group behaviors in the work place. Instead of examining the physical aspects to the 
job, the focus was on the social environment as it related to productivity. Findings included the 
influence of the informal employee work group and friendly supervision on work productivity. 
The well-known "Hawthorne Effect" gave birth during these studies as well. This "effect" was the 
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name given to the observed increase in worker productivity when they were aware of their 
participation in an experiment, even when conditions in the work environment were reduced 
(Gnmeberg, 1979). 
In 1935, Hoppock utilized survey research and attitude scales to investigate job satisfaction 
of teachers. With a sample of several hundred, he identified job factors and demographic 
variables that impacted their job satisfaction. Data from his smdy revealed many individual, 
social, environmental, and work factors related to job satisfaction (i.e., emotional adjustment, 
superiors and associates, size of the community, feelings of success, praise, family influence, 
social status, vocational choice, interest in work, monotony, fatigue, age). Satisfied teachers 
differed fi-om the dissatisfied educators in that they reported better superior and coworker 
relationships, greater satisfaction with the teaching career choice, and a higher sense of personal 
accomplishment. Satisfied teachers were most frequently employed in larger urban commimities 
and were 7.5 years older than the dissatisfied sample. Hoppock found that the dissatisfied teachers 
reported more monotony and fatigue than the satisfied respondents did. Hoppock argued that if 
the presence of a particular factor enhanced job satisfaction, then the opposite would be true; that 
is, the absence of the factor would lead to job dissatisfaction. 
Gruneberg (1979) recounted the impact of World War II on job satisfaction. As a result of 
the high costs of the war and the worker shortages, there was a clear need for increased 
productivity in our nation. Subsequently, from 1940 to 1965, many initiatives were targeted as 
methods to improve the worker's feelings about his or her job. Among the methods employed 
were reduced hours, longer vacations, increased wages, benefits, profit sharing, off-hour 
programs, improved training of supervisors in human relations skills, improved sensitivity toward 
workers, improved leadership skills, work analysis, in^)roved employee communication, 
employee counseling services, and job participation. 
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Although the early studies aimed to tie job satisfaction to productivity of the workers, the 
immediate results that companies were hoping for did not happen. Findings of studies were mixed 
in identifying a relationship between job satisfaction and productivity (Vroom, 1964; Gruneberg, 
1979). Even though smdies revealed a questionable impact of the research on job satisfaction and 
productivity, an interest in the concept continued. The foraier emphasis on envirotunental factors 
and their influence on job satisfaction was overshadowed by the role of the individual workers in 
organizations, and in particular, the quality of their lives. 
Even though job satisfaction was not directly spoken of in his work, Maslow's (1954) view 
of individual needs served as a foundation during this period. As reponed previously in this 
review of literamre, he developed a theory about the satisfaction of hierarchically arranged human 
needs and bow individuals go about meeting those needs in the context of their work. In the work 
setting, Maslow's theory suggests that the lower-level needs for security (such as pay) must be 
met before the individual would desire to meet higher-level needs (such as achievement or 
growth). A worker was considered to be satisfied with his or her job when his or her individual 
needs were met; conversely, a worker would experience dissatisfaction in work settings that did 
not support the ability to meet desired needs (Reid, 1989). 
Critics of Maslow pointed out that despite the general acceptance of the hierarchy theory, 
minimal empirical data exist that endorse the theoretical concepts. Additional research is needed 
to fully support the theory (Bellott & Tutor, 1990). 
Work itself. Herzberg's (19S9, 1966) smdies of job satisfaction led to a focus away from 
human relationships to the job itself. Herzberg et al. (1959) interviewed 200 engineers and 
accountants in Pittsburgh to test his theory. His work increased the imderstanding of job 
satisfaction with new knowledge of the dual continuum for job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. 
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Previously, the paradigm for job satisfaction had been assumed to be uni-dimensional. That is, 
one end of the continuum would represent high satisfaction, and the other end, low, with points in 
between the two. Herzberg, however, challenged this concept and argued that instead of 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction being opposites, they were concepts to be placed on separate 
continua. He further revealed that certain job factors impacted job satisfaction and a separate and 
unique set of factors influenced job dissatisfaction, and that they may vary among individuals. 
Factors that were intrinsic to the job appealed to the higher-level needs and served as 
"motivators" for growth and job satisfaction. By contrast, factors that were extrinsic to the job, 
the "hygienes," were not associated with satisfaction, only dissatisfaction. 
Job characteristics. A focus on job characteristics leading to a redesign or enlargement of 
the job has been explored as a method to increase job satisfaction (Hackman &. Oldham, 1980). 
As stated in the motivation section to the review of literature, the job characteristics model 
includes three psychological states and five job characteristics that are considered requirements 
for job enrichment and enhanced internal motivation. Viewing job characteristics as the primary 
elements of job satisfaction, this trend considers ways that jobs may be altered to create more 
occasions for motivation that are intrinsic in nature, thereby experiencing achievement, 
recognition, responsibility, and challenge. 
Efforts to redesign jobs have been taking place in industry and education since the 1960s. 
Studies have found that intrinsic rewards had a greater impact on performance than external 
rewards and that satisfaction is the outcome of good performance (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; 
Lawler, 1986). Research has also revealed that worker attimdes and behavior can be affected by 
job characteristics (Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Hackman & Oldham, 1976). 
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Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory 
Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory (1959) contributes the theoretical framework for 
this study. As noted previously in the review of literature, Herzberg and his associates conducted 
extensive interviews with accountants and engineers in Pittsburgh. Utilizing an adaptation of 
Flanagan's (1954) critical incidents technique as the method of data collection, the participants 
were asked to recall events at work when they felt exceptionally good or exceptionally bad about 
their job (current or previous). Analysis of the responses revealed that the "good" events were 
intrinsic in nature (i.e., achievement, recognition, responsibility, advancement, the job itself), 
termed "motivators." Those events that were negative, however, were extrinsic to the job itself 
{e.g., employer polices, technical supervision, working conditions, status, job security, 
interpersonal relationships, personal life), and were labeled "hygienes." When hygiene factors are 
absent, there is dissatisfaction. 
While both the job content and job context factors may be important to an individual, 
Herzberg maintained that some individuals are primarily affected by one set of factors over the 
other. Those who are especially interested in the job content factors and are highly engaged in 
growth, he termed "motivation seekers," and those who pursue job satisfaction from job context 
factors, deriving little satisfaction from aspects such as achievement, growth, or the work itself, 
are labeled "hygiene seekers." The temporary nature of the satisfaction of the hygiene needs 
leaves the hygiene seeker "chronically dissatisfied" (Herzberg, 1966, p. 81). 
Job satisfaction studies in educaticm 
The industrial setting has been the context for most research on job satisfaction (King & 
Hautaluoma, 1987; McNeUly & Goldsmith, 1991; Repetti & Cosmas, 1991). While many 
theories guided the framework for the studies, much of the research has utilized aspects of 
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Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory following his studies in 1959, wherein intrinsic aspects of 
the work were found to lead to job satisfaction and extrinsic factors contributed to job 
dissatisfaction (Graham, 198S). A sample of job satisfaction studies in education follows. 
Sergiovanni (1967) replicated Herzberg's research methodology by utilizing the critical 
incident technique with a random sample of 127 teachers. He found general support of 
Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory in that the sources of positive feelings about their work 
differed from what caused negative responses, and that the factors considered motivators were 
those that focused on the job content, while the hygienes were related to the work conditions. He 
found that teachers gain the most job satisfaction from reaching and affecting smdents. Receiving 
recognition for their performance and feeling responsible closely followed. He emphasized the 
need to not ignore the hygiene needs while providing for the motivators, since the positive impact 
of the motivators will not be realized if the teachers are focused on basic concerns about their 
working conditions or pay. 
lannone (1973) designed a critical-incident study to test the relevance of Herzberg's 
Motivation-Hygiene Theory for school administrators. Results of the research indicated that for 
the random sample of 20 elementary and 20 secondary principals, the sources of satisfaction most 
frequently mentioned were achievement and recognition. These factors were also mentioned, 
however, as common sources of dissatisfaction. The ratio of the number of times that 
achievement was mentioned, satisfaction to dissatisfaction, was 83:30. As for recognition, the 
ratio of the number of times that it was mentioned, satisfaction to dissatisfaction, was 74:21. A 
lack of a clear distinction was also the case with sources of dissatisfaction. Interpersonal relations 
with subordinates and interpersonal relations with superiors were mentioned as both satisfiers and 
dissatisfiers. Interpersonal relations with subordinates was mentioned, in a ratio of satisfaction to 
dissatisfaction, 21:38; and interpersonal relations with superiors was mentioned with a ratio 5:18, 
satisfaction to dissatisfaction. One hygiene factor was clearly identified as a dissatisfler; school 
district policy and administration. 
Schmidt (1976) led a similar study of secondary school administrators. He sampled 74 
educators in Chicago including principals, their immediate supervisors, and their immediate 
subordinates. Achievement, recognition, and advancement were found to be the primary sources 
of satisfaction. By contrast, dissatisfaction was found to be caused by two interpersonal relations 
factors (with supervisors and with peers). Like lannone's (1973) earlier study, there were blurred 
lines between the categories of some factors. 
Friesen, Holdaway, and Rice (1983) analyzed the job satisfaction of Alberta, Canada, 
principals. They found that job satisfaction was closely associated with the motivators of 
achievement, responsibility, and recognition. Demographic variables also pointed out differences 
among the administrators: Males chose hygienes as dissatisfiers more frequently than females; 
principals of rural schools chose hygienes more frequently as dissatisfiers than did the urban 
principals; and principals of small schools chose hygienes more frequently as dissatisfiers than did 
the principals of larger schools. 
School administrators were the subjects of a study conducted by Gaziel (1986). He surveyed 
250 elementary principals in Israel to test Herzberg's theory, utilizing a critical incident section 
and a series of questions with a Likert scale to examine the sources of job satisfaction and job 
dissatisfaction. Consistent with Herzberg's theory, he found that the "motivators" were primary 
sources of job satisfaction. Gaziel also found that the responses to the open and closed sections of 
the questionnaire were consistent in identifying the administrators' feelings of satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction. He concluded that the theory was not bound to the critical incident method. 
Prase's (1989) examination of teacher reward programs such as career ladders and merit 
pay plans supported Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. In Arizona, he tested the theory by 
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analyzing the changes in 38 high-performing elementary and junior high teachers' recognition and 
job-enrichment opportunities following their choosing either cash or travel to a professional 
conference. While it is generally assumed that increased pay would heighten teacher motivation, 
his findings pointed to the strong influence of intrinsic motivators {e.g., recognition, job 
enrichment opportunities) among teachers as compared to hygiene or extrinsic rewards {e.g., 
money). Just as Sergiovanni (1967) cautioned two decades previously, he stressed that the 
satisfaction of hygiene needs is prerequisite to the successful use of intrinsic motivators. 
Seventy-three teachers from a San Diego school district were the subjects in a study by 
Frase and Sorenson (1992). They examined factors that influence teacher motivation and 
satisfaction and the relationship of those factors to participatory management. The instnunent 
employed, the Job Diagnostic Survey, was a modified version of Hackman and Oldham's (1980) 
Job Characteristics Model. As noted in a previous section of the review of literature, the 
theoretical base for the model suggests that high internal work motivation and satisfaction result 
when certain psychological states are present (e.g.. experienced meaningfulness of work, 
experienced responsibility for outcomes, knowledge of work results). The psychological states are 
the result of ceruin job dimensions {e.g., skill variety, task identity, task significance, feedback). 
An assumption from Herzberg's (1966) Motivation-Hygiene Theory also plays a significant role 
in the model, as the work itself is considered to be a powerful motivator. 
Teachers completed a questionnaire that focused on three areas: 1) relationships among 
their job satisfaction and feedback from principals and peers, 2) relationships between job 
satisfaction, autonomy, and isolation, and 3) relationship between growth needs and desire for 
collegia] relationships. Frase and Sorenson found that feedback was one of the most significant 
job characteristics related to teacher job satisfaction. Satisfaction is also strongly related to 
autonomy. Teachers with high growth needs appreciated collegial opportunities. Dissatisfaction 
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was the result when the teachers' need for affiliation was not met. Frase and Sorenson 
recommended that school administrators consider the individual growth needs in the school 
structure to maximize motivation potentiality for each teacher. 
Criticism of MotivatiMi-Hygiene Theory 
Even though Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene theory reached a noticeable place in the study 
of motivational job satisfaction, some research has not been supportive of the theory nor the 
method used to assess job satisfaction (Ewen, 1963; House & Vigdor, 1967; Schmidt, 1970; 
Wanous, 1974; Young & Davis, 1983; Gaziel, 1986; Miskel & Ogawa, 1988). A primary 
criticism centered on the issue of the theory being method-bound. The critical incident technique 
was the primary methodological technique employed in the application of this theory. This 
technique involved asking participants, in a semi-structured interview, to cell about a time when 
they felt exceptionally good or bad about their job. It was argued that this technique does yield 
empirical data and the data analysis is dependent upon the skill and reliability of the interviewers. 
Another critique of Herzberg's theory pointed to the narrow or limited sample. Since only 
accountants and engineers were analyzed in the 1959 study, the generalizability of results was 
questioned. 
A third criticism focused on the issue that workers may have attributed positive aspects of 
the job to themselves (e.g., achievement, responsibility, growth). Likewise, the negative aspects 
of their jobs were blamed on aspects outside themselves—others and the environment (e.g., 
working conditions, relations with supervisor, organizational policies). 
Additionally, an argument against the theory pointed to the blurred line between the 
satisflers and dissatisfiers. Factors overlapped into both domains in some studies, suggesting the 
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potential to contribute to both job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction (lannone, 1973; Young & 
Davis, 1983). 
Still another criticism of Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory questioned his claim that 
the theory was not dependent on demographic variables. Some studies found differences in 
variables as they related to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction (Armstrong, 1971; Wanous, 1974; 
Young & Davis, 1983, Gaziel 1986). 
A sense of ambiguity in the manner in which Herzberg presents study results is another area 
of concern (Gruneberg, 1979). This leads to varied interpretations of his theory. King (1970) 
conducted a comprehensive survey of the literanire to identiiy interpretations of Herzberg's 
theory. He discovered five different versions: 
I. All motivators (Ms) combined contribute more to job satisfaction (S) than to job 
dissatisfaction (D), and all hygienes (Hs) combined contribute more to D than to 
S. 
n. All Ms combined contribute more to S than do all Hs combined, and all Hs 
combined contribute more to D than do all Ms combined. 
m. Each M contributes more to S than to D, and each H contributes more to D than 
to S. 
IV. Theory m holds, and in addition, each principal M contributes more to S than 
does any H, and each principal H contnbutes more to D than does any M. 
V. Only Ms determine S, and only Hs determine D. (p. 19) 
Summary 
Despite the controversy regarding the foundation, methodology, and results of Herzberg's 
theory, the criticisms (King, 1970; Armstrong, 1971; lannone, 1973; Wanous, 1974; Young & 
Davis, 1983, Gaziel 1986) are not considered to be serious enough to invalidate the theory or 
curb its use. Many researchers find the Motivation-Hygiene Theory to be valid and effective 
(Hackman & Oldham 1980; Gaziel, 1986; Hoy & Miskel 1987; Sergiovaimi, 1980, Bellott & 
Tutor, 1990). 
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Studies of School Superintendents 
While much research has been done on the study job satisfaction, especially in business and 
industry, educational studies have focused primarily on teachers and principals. Within the last 
decade, however, increased attention has been directed toward the job satisfaction of school 
superintendents (Adcock, 1991; Hall, 1991; Jackson, 1992; Jensen, 1993; Lonardi et al., 1995) 
and reasons why individuals who are certified to serve as superintendents choose not to do so 
(Cunningham & Burdick, 1999; Smith, 1999). One study was found that identified the factors that 
would "entice" people to become a superintendent (Smith, 1999), but none were found that 
investigate the alignment between motivating factors and what superintendents actually 
experience. 
Specific to the State of Iowa, research has been conducted regarding the reasons for the 
leadership shortage (Lutz & Dietzenbach, 1998), stress concerns for superintendents (Larsen, 
2000), and barriers that exist for individuals who choose not to apply for superintendent jobs 
(Smith, 1999). Little is known about Iowa superintendents in regard to what job characteristics 
motivate them to seek the superintendency, what job characteristics motivate them to remain 
serving, and the aligiunent of the job characteristics with their actual work. 
This section of the review of literature highlights studies that have examined the overall 
health of the superintendency, choosing the superintendency as a career (or not), and job 
satisfaction of superintendents. 
Overall health of the superintendency 
Fifteen years ago, Blumberg (1985) interviewed 25 New York school superintendents (24 
men, one woman) to leam "what it is like to be a superintendent." The analysis of the open-ended 
questions led to the emergence of common themes, the most predominant of which was conflict. 
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Blumberg sutes, "Regardless of the focus or substance, a seemingly absolute condition of the 
superintendency is that there are only rare days when the superintendent is not called upon to 
make a decision that will create some conflict, or is not involved somehow in conflicts not of his 
own making" (p. 1). 
Full immersion in conflict increases the likelihood of stress in one's life, and 
superintendents are not above escaping it. Missouri school superintendents were the subjects of a 
study conducted by Rich (1993). He surveyed the superintendents using the Tennessee Stress 
Scale-R to measure stress in the work environment and demographic variables. Findings revealed 
that superintendents perceived their stress to be at a moderate level. Data analysis did not reveal 
any significant differences based on the size of district in the scores for stress producers, coping 
mechanisms, stress symptoms, and total stress. 
Two years later. Sharp and Walter (1995) studied the "health" of the superintendency, both 
figuratively and literally. They surveyed superintendents from Illinois and Massachusetts through 
questionnaires. Data analysis revealed that the superintendents in both states were satisfied with 
their salaries and relationships with the commimity. The primary problems consistent in both 
groups of superintendents centered on the micromanagement of the district by the school board. 
Both sets of superintendents also reported the adverse affects of the job on their family lives. 
Differences that existed between superintendents from the two states included: 1) Massachusetts 
superintendents expressed adverse effects on their physical and mental health to a greater extent 
than the Illinois superintendents, 2) a higher number of Massachusetts superintendents reported 
negative relationships with their school boards, 3) Massachusetts superintendents are older than 
Che Illinois superintendents, and 4) Massachusetts superintendents serve in larger districts than 
their Illinois counterparts. 
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As indicated previously in the review of literature, AASA sponsors a research study 
approximately once each decade to create a database on the superimendency. Data are gathered 
from a nationwide sample and findings are reported on such topics as superintendency 
backgrounds, roles, expectations, training and preparation, stress, job satisfaction, and 
demographics. 
Glass, the lead investigator in both the 1992 and 2000 smdies, confirmed that the question 
content in the most recent study was the same as in the last two decades. The questionnaire 
includes about 85 questions, focusing on topics such as superintendent profiles, school board-
superintendent relations, key issues in school districts, and stress. Among the findings that Glass 
(March, 2000) shared from the most recent smdy of 2262 school superintendents were the 
following: 
• Most superintendents tended to be inexperienced. There exist a high number of 
superintendents (1250) who are serving in their first superintendency. 
• Most superintendents have multiple-year contracts (three-year contracts are most 
common, some states offer five-year contracts). 
• Most superintendents rate themselves as effective. 
• There is a positive relationship between the ratings of effectiveness that superintendents 
give themselves and how the board evaluates them. 
• Superintendents rated their school board members on their general abilities and 
preparation. Twelve percent responded that they were very well qualified, 57 percent 
said that they were qualified, 27 percent indicated that their board members were not 
well qualified, 2.2% responded that their board members were incompetent. Overall, 
three out of ten superintendents indicated that their board members were not well 
qualified, which is an increase of about 30 percent from the early 1990s smdy. 
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• Superinteodems identified the type of school board they perceived themselves to have, 
given the categories of 1) elites of the community, 2) pluralistic, representing the 
interests for all in the community, or 3) faction school board, representing factions in the 
community. Most superintendents responded that their school boards were pluralistic. 
• Superintendents indicated the factors that would cause them to leave their jobs. The most 
frequently cited response was the lack of district fiscal resources. 
• A moderate degree of job stress is experienced by a majority of the superintendents 
smdied. The levels of stress revealed in the 2000 smdy are slightly higher than in former 
studies. 
Choosing the superintendency as a career (or not) 
As presented earlier in the review of literature, fewer persons are choosing to become 
superintendents. In an effort to better understand why fewer qualified educators are applying for 
these school leadership positions, Cunningham and Burdick (1999), with the help of AASA, 
sampled 275 public school superintendents. Questionnaires were utilized to identify the reasons 
for the lack of applicants. Superintendents chose three factors from a list of ten that they 
considered had the greatest influence on reducing the quantity and strength of potential applicants. 
Similar to the results shared by Sharp and Walter (1995), the predominant reason that people 
choose not to apply for superintendent positions is school board micromanagement (68% of the 
respondents marked this item). This aspect was followed by time and stress demands inherent in 
their jobs (53%). Another top reason perceived to discourage applicants from pursuing the top 
leadership role was the diminishing financial resources of school districts (47%). Remaining job 
characteristics examined and the percentage of respondents that indicated the item follow; 
relocating/spouse's career/buying selling real estate (38%), insufficient pay (24%), highly visible 
52 
role (21%), lonely job (19%), lack of consensus/ambiguity of work (16%), declining authority of 
superintendency (9%), and inadequate graduate preparation program (6%). 
Cunningham and Burdick (1999) also reported quotes from key stakeholders to provide 
depth to their findings. A search consultant shared a comment from a superintendent that he was 
seeking to recruit: "I've gotten beaten up enough" (p. 26). Another superintendent who served in 
Boston remarked that the job "is like being made to walk the gangplank slowly" (p. 26). They 
also received unsolicited comments from the respondents that added to the list of problems such 
as "±e nonportability of public school retirement systems; insufficient preparation in politics, 
marketing and urban development; and a tendency on the part of the general public, not just 
board members, to micromanage school districts" (p. 27). 
Cunningham and Burdick (1999) summarized evidence of the concern about the dwindling 
number of applicants: 
Fewer people have been willing to walk that plank in recent years. A 1992 survey of 
graduate students in educational administration showed only 25 percent of the smdents 
aspired to a superintendency. The number of candidates participating in AASA's Job 
Placement Center is down from years past. Tim Kremer of the Ohio School Boards 
Association told AASA that, each year, about 120 of the states' more than 700 
districts are looking for new superintendents. But, he said, "Our candidate pool seems 
to be drying up." Thomas G. McLemon, a Virginia search consultant, says a 
superintendent vacancy that would have drawn 30 qualified applicants five years ago 
now draws fifteen at most. 
In a telephone survey of twelve superintendent-search firms, we foimd they all 
agreed that the quantity of applicants had decreased in recent years, and most thought 
the quality of candidates had decreased as well. Only ten percent of those who apply 
are "really qualified," according to one search firm. The shortage of qualified 
candidates is particularly critical, the firms agreed, in large urban districts and small 
isolated ones. They also noted a trend toward fewer flrst-time aspirants for the 
superintendency. (p. 26) 
One demographic variable showed a significant difference in the test results: size of the 
school district. Superintendents who served in very small districts (fewer than 300 students) 
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viewed the pohtics of the job as a greater contributing factor to the lack of applicants than did the 
superintendents from larger districts. 
Smith (1999) also examined the applicant pool issue. She studied the Iowa educators who 
held valid pre-K-12 superintendent endorsements during the 1996-97 calendar year, but who 
were not at the time serving as a superintendent in the state. She surveyed these individuals and 
held focus forums to determine how many people were certified but not serving, and to determine 
whether or not any of these people were seeking a superintendent position. In addition, she 
questioned the respondents to identify their perceptions of barriers in seeking the superintendent 
position, and to determine what would entice people to seek such a position. The majority of 
respondents were not planning to pursue the role of superintendent. Key barriers identified 
included impact on family, too political, stress level, and instabiliQ^ in the length of time on the 
job. Aspects of the job that would "entice" people to serve as superintendents included 
professional encouragement and suppon throughout the hiring process and in initial years on the 
job. 
Job satisfaction of superintendents 
Besides considering the issue of attracting applicants to serve as superintendents, it is also 
valuable to examine the job satisfaction of superintendents presendy working. Not only does this 
research help to increase an understanding of the motivating aspects of their jobs, but the 
knowledge of satisfying aspects of their jobs may inform prospective aspirants with a fresh 
perspective. 
In the early 1980s, 52 Alaska school superintendents were smdied by Chand (1982) using a 
personal-experiential instrument, a task variables instnmient, and the Job Descriptive Index (JDD 
to gather data relating to levels of satisfaction. Results were compared with the nationwide 
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American superintendency. Chand found that like the nation's superintendents, the top school 
leaders in Alaska have high overall satisfaction with their jobs. High overall satisfaction was 
indicated by 83.4 percent of the Alaska superintendents, just above the 82.7 percent of the 
nation's superintendents. No Alaska superintendents indicated low overall satisfaction as 
compared to 5.8 percent of the national sample. When asked if they would pursue the 
superintendency again, 80 percent of the Alaska superintendents and 73 percent of the nationwide 
sample said that they would. 
Unlike the national study, however, data from the Alaska superintendents revealed that 
satisfaction was affected by 21 task variables as compared to three variables in the nationwide 
sample. Of the 21 task variables, ten were related to work satisfaction, four to satisfaction with 
coworkers, nine to the supervision of the superintendents, and five related to pay. No significant 
relationships were found between demographic variables and job satisfaction. 
The following year, a sample of U.S. public school superintendents was smdied by Furey 
(1983) to explore the degree to which superintendents perceived a set of Herzberg factors to be 
characteristic of their jobs and the value of those factors. A questionnaire was utilized. Findings 
revealed that job content (motivator) needs of superintendents were not met to the degree that the 
superintendents believed that they should be met. Also, job context (hygiene) needs were not met 
to the degree that the superintendents thought they should be met. Factors considered being least 
present are those considered to be most important. 
Also in 1983, Young and Davis conducted a smdy of ICX) U.S. public school 
superintendents to examine job satisfaction. They utilized a semantic differential instrument that 
assessed an individual's reactions to certain concepts. The instnmient involved a series of rating 
scales that were seven-point bipolar pairs of adjectives. Selected factors from Herzberg's 
Motivation-Hygiene Theory were used as the concepts to be rated. The motivators included 
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recognition, the work itself, responsibility, and advancement. The researchers selected 
interpersonal relations, school policy, supervision, and working conditions as the hygienes to be 
included. Under each concept, ten bipolar pairs of adjectives were listed. The motivators and 
hygienes were printed on separate pages of the instrument and the superintendents were asked to 
evaluate the pairs under the concept with respect to satisfaction (for the motivators' page) and 
dissatisfaction (for the hygienes). Based on the data analysis. Young and Davis found that job 
satisfaction and job dissatisfaction represented bipolar positions on one continuum, which 
conflicted with Herzberg's dual-continuum theory. 
The relationship between job satisfaction and turnover was the focus of a research study by 
Graham (1985). He surveyed public school superintendents in Iowa and Minnesota in 1985 to 
identify the pressures of superintendents as perceived by themselves, to explore relationships of 
the pressures and job satisfaction, and to examine relationships between job satisfaction and 
turnover. The instrument used was the Job Descriptive Index (JDI). Graham found that 
experienced superintendents ranked higher than the inexperienced administrators did on four 
factors of job satisfaction (i.e., commimity attitude, work hours per week, amount of paperwork, 
and safety). No significant difference was found between experienced and inexperienced 
superintendents in relation to their level of overall satisfaction; three-fourths of the 
superintendents would choose the superintendency again as a career. The areas of co-workers and 
pay were rated higher by the experienced superintendents, while the inexperienced 
superintendents rated the area of promotion higher. Job satisfaction and turnover were not 
significantly related. 
The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) was the instnmient utilized in Whitsell's 
(1987) study of Texas school superintendents. Analysis of the data indicated a higher degree of 
job satisfaction with intrinsic factors (as compared to extrinsic). The opportunity to do things for 
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other people, the opportunity to do things that do not go against their values, and feelings of 
accomplishment showed the highest degree of job satisfaction. By contrast, the chance for 
advancement, amount of praise received, salary (as compared to the amount of work done), and 
technical skill of the school board revealed the lowest degrees of satisfacdon. Differences were 
found in the demographic variables of size of school district and age. As the size of the district 
increased, so did satisfaction. Similarly, as the age of the superintendent increased, so did the 
level of satisfaction. 
Adcock (1991) also used the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) to survey 
Arkansas school superintendents. He found a higher degree of job satisfaction with intrinsic 
factors (as compared to extrinsic). Ability, activity, and variety showed the highest degree of job 
satisfaction. Advancement, recognition, and human relations revealed the lowest degree of 
satisfaction. Differences were found in the demographic variables of size of school district, age, 
and total teaching experience. Satisfaction increases with size of district except for the largest 
districts where they are least satisfied. Satisfaction increases with age except for a decline in the 
oldest age group. Satisfaction increases with years of teaching experience. 
Hall (1991) conducted a research study to investigate job satisfaction of 185 superintendents 
in South Dakota. He also sought to determine if a relationship existed between job satisfaction and 
the variables of age, district size, and fiill-time equivalency. The instrument utilized to gather data 
was the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. Aspects of their jobs where superintendents 
reported the strongest levels of satisfaction were the chance to do things for others, variety of 
tasks, and the opportunity to make use of their abilities. Superintendents reponed less satisfaction 
with praise, pay, the amount of work required, and oppormnities for advancement. An 
insignificant relationship was found to exist between the demographic variables of age, district 
size, and full time equivalency with job satisfaction. 
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Across the Mississippi and one year later, Jackson (1992) conducted a research study of 
Ohio public school superintendents. He surveyed the sample using the Superintendents Job 
Satisfaction Questionnaire (SJSQ), developed by the researcher, as well as the MSQ, and the 
Personality Research Form (PRF) to examine how patterns of motivation relate to job satisfaction 
in the superintendency. He found that the most satisfying aspects of their jobs were the financial 
rewards and positive relationships with staff, smdents, school board, and community. 
Insignificant demands, funding issues, and state mandates were the least desirable. A wide range 
of individual differences was revealed among respondents. 
Utilizing a methodology similar to Herzberg, Jensen (1993) reported on his study of the job 
satisfaction of U.S. school sxiperintendents. He used a critical incident questiomuire to examine 
factors that caused satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Results indicated that achievement, 
recognition, and interpersonal relations with subordinates were perceived as causing the greatest 
job satisfaction. Salary, personal life, and status had the least impact on satisfaction. Interpersonal 
relations with subordinates or superiors and work itself caused the highest levels of job 
dissatisfaction. Findings were consistent among the demographic variables of age, years of 
experience, degree attainment, and school district size. 
A select group of superintendents was identified for a study led by Lonardi, Willower, and 
Bredeson (1995). They chose state-level award winning school superintendents from the AASA 
superintendent of the year program as their subjects. They examined the motivational profile of 
superintendents using the Job Choice Exercise (JCE) and telephone interviews. A key purpose of 
the study was to explore the plausibility of using the JCE in the educational setting by determining 
if the verbal responses in the interviews supported the results. Superintendent responses indicated 
that their highest need was power, followed by achievement. Their lowest need was afflliation. By 
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comparison, the qualitative results from the interviews pointed to power as the most substantial of 
the three motives. Achievement and affiliation were more difficult to rank. 
Summary 
The review of literature offered studies to support the need for the present investigation and 
to provide a theoretical framework for the research. The school superintendent shortage was 
discussed, followed by theories of motivation to work and trends in job satisfaction. The final 
section in the chapter highlighted studies of school superintendents and their job satisfaction. A 
summary of the research literature for motivation to work, job satisfaction, and school 
superintendents is presented in Tables 1 and 2. The following chapter presents the methodology 
utilized in conducting the smdy. 
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Table 1. A summary of the research literature for motivation to work and job satisfaction 
Year Researcher Findings 
1935 Hoppock 
1954 
1957 
1959 
1963 
1964 
1966 
1967 
1969 
1970 
1971 
Maslow 
Herzberg, Mausner, 
Peterson, & Capwell 
Herzberg, Mausner, 
& Snyderman 
Ewen 
Vroom 
Halpem 
House «fe Wigdor 
Ford 
King 
Armstrong 
Studied school teachers. Surveyed subjects to isolate job 
factors that determined job satisfaction. Found job satisfaction 
was affected by interactions of individual, social, 
environmental and work factors. 
Developed a five-level hierarchy to describe human needs. 
Extensive review of research dealing with employee 
motivation in the business sector. Recommends future research 
to determine conditions that bring about the differences 
reported. 
Studied engineers and accountants in Pittsburgh industry. 
Identified specific aspects of a person's job that caused 
satirfaction as being separate from those that caused 
dissatirfaction. 
Questioned the generality of Herzberg's theory. 
Proposed Expectancy Theory which views behavior as directed 
toward reaching outcomes that involve anticipated satisfaction 
and away from those that are aversive. 
Studied work patterns of former counselees. Supported 
Herzberg's theory. 
Reviewed and criticized Herzberg's theory of job satisfaction 
and motivation. 
Studied Bell System employees. Motivation was enhanced 
through the work itself. 
Evaluated Herzberg's theory of job satisfaction. Questioned 
validity. 
Studied engineers and assemblers. Herzberg's theory not 
supported. 
Table 1. Continued 
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Year Researcher Findings 
1973 lannone Studied New York elementary and secondary school 
principals. Interviewed to determine motivators. Generally 
supponed Herzberg's theory. Some factors contributing to job 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction were imidirectional. 
1976 Hackman & Oldham Studied heterogeneous employees. Proposed Job 
Characteristics Model which outlines conditions in which 
persons will become motivated to perform their jobs 
effectively, and turnover). Results support validity of the 
model. 
1976 Schmidt 
1980 Daniel & Esser 
Studied Chicago public high school administrators (principal, 
immediate supervisor, immediate subordinate). Results 
consistent with the Herzberg's theory. 
Smdied college students. Examined influence of rewards, task 
interest, and task structure on intrinsic motivation. 
1983 
1983 
Friesen, Holdaway, 
& Rice 
Young & Davis 
1984 
1985 
1986 
Diener 
Lee & Wilbur 
Gaziel 
Studied Alberta, Canada, school principals. Identified key 
sources of job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Supported 
Herzberg's theory. 
Smdied U.S. public school superintendents. Utilized semantic 
differential instrument. Found job satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction represented bipolar positions on one continuum. 
Conflicted with Herzberg's theory. 
Studied "southeastern state" college faculty. Examined 
attimdes toward work, job stress, job satisfaction, and job 
dissatisfaction. Supported Herzberg's theory. 
Studied U.S. public employees (county and state government). 
Found job satisfaction increases with age. 
Studied elementary school principals in Israel. Examined 
factors associated with job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. 
Results generally supported Herzberg's theory. 
Table 1. Continued 
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Year Researcher Findings 
1989 
1990 
Frase 
Glasser 
Studied Arizona teachers. Examined effects of teacher rewards 
on recognition and job enrichment. Found a greater influence 
of intrinsic motivators on job enrichment. 
Advocates for control theory, which asserts that all humans, 
are bom with five basic needs: survival, love, power, fim, and 
freedom. 
1991 Matheson Studied administrators in San Diego city schools. Identified 
sources of satisfaction dissatisfaction. 
1991 
1992 
Pillar 
Frase 
Studied lay principals of Catholic elementary and secondary 
schools in Michigan. Determined elements of job satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction. Supported Herzberg's theory. 
Studied Arizona high-performing K-8 teachers. Tested 
likelihood of teachers achieving an increase in job enrichment 
op|>ortunities and recognition following a reward. Supported 
Herzberg's theory. 
1992 Frase & Sorenson Studied San Diego teachers. Examined factors that influence 
motivation and satisfaction and their relationship to 
participatory management. 
1996 Sutter Studied Ohio secondary school assistant principals. Examined 
job and career satisfaction of secondary school assistant 
principals. 
1997 Dinham & Scott Studied Australia (Western Sydney) teachers. Satisfaction 
derived from intrinsic aspects of teaching; dissatisfaction 
primarily from extrinsic factors. 
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Table 2. A siimmary of the research literature for school superintendents 
Year Researcher Findings 
1982 Chand 
1983 Furey 
Studied Alaska school superintendents. Used JDI. Found high 
overall satisfaction. Task variables that relate to overall job 
satisfaction, work satisfaction, coworkers, supervision, and 
pay identified. 
Studied U.S. public school superintendents. Found job content 
(motivator) needs and job context (hygiene) of superintendents 
not met to the degree that superintendents felt that they should 
be met. 
1985 
1985 
Blimiberg 
Graham 
Smdied New York school superiruendents. Asked, "What is it 
like to be a superintendent?" in interviews. Major theme: 
conflia. 
Smdied public school superintendents in Iowa and Minnesota. 
Used JDI. Job satisfaction and turnover were not significantly 
related. 
1987 
1988 
WhitseU 
Hull 
1991 
1991 
Adcock 
Sharp 
Smdied Texas school superintendents. Used MSQ. Found 
higher degree of job satisfaction with intrinsic factors. 
Smdied Iowa's shared and non-shared public school 
superintendents in districts with ^ ICXX) smdents. Used JDI. 
Differences in pay, age, total years in the superintendency, and 
years of classroom experience. 
Smdied Arkansas school superintendents. Used MSQ. Higher 
degree of job satisfaction with intrinsic factors. 
Smdied first-time Ohio superintendents. Surveyed perceptions 
of relationships with boards of education (at end of year two). 
Most "very happy" or "mostly happy" with their jobs, were 
not worrying about losing their jobs, and believed that their 
boards viewed them as competent. 
1992 Glass Gathered data about nation's superintendents as part of 
AASA's research series. Findings in areas such as 
superintendency backgrounds, roles, expectations, training and 
preparation, stress, job satisfaction, and demographics. 
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Year Researcher Findings 
1992 Jackson Studied Ohio public school superintendents. Examined how 
patterns of motivation related to job satisfaction in the 
superintendency. Wide range of individual differences among 
respondents. 
1993 Jensen Studied U.S. superintendents. Used critical incident 
questionnaire. Achievement, recognition, and interpersonal 
relations with subordinates caused greatest job satisfaction. 
Salary, personal life, and status had the least impact on 
satisfaction. Interpersonal relations with subordinates or 
superiors and work itself caused highest levels of job 
dissatisfaction. 
1993 Rich Studied Missouri school superintendents. Measured stress in 
the work environment and demographic variables. 
Superintendents perceived stress to be at a moderate level. 
1994 Dlugosh Studied Nebraska administrators. Determined factors that 
encouraged school administrators to move from one school 
district to another. 
1994 Wendel et al. Studied Nebraska school administrators. Key burdens for 
superintendents: maintaining good relationships with board 
members, coping with special interest groups, declining 
resources, increasing requests for programs and services, 
changing demographics, clamor for accountability, lack of 
time, state-mandated reforms, being asked to initiate new 
programs. 
1995 Fisher Smdied Iowa school districts. Examined criteria school boards 
utilized in seeking their next superintendent. Found 15% of all 
hiring criteria were congruent with characteristics of 
transformational leadership. 
1995 Lonardi et al. Smdied state-level award winning school superintendents 
(AASA superintendent of the year program). Used Job Choice 
Exercise (JCE) and telephone interviews. Order of needs: 1) 
power, 2) achievement, 3) affiliation. 
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Year Researcher Findings 
1995 Sharp & Walter Studied Illinois and Massachusetts superintendents. Satisfaction 
with salaries and relationships with the community. Problems 
with board micromanagement, adverse affects of the job on 
family lives. 
1996 Gmelch Highlights stress issues for superintendents, including common 
fallacies, the stress cycle, stress traps, and coping strategies. 
1998 Lutz & Dietzenbach Studied Iowa superintendents. Identified reasons to leave Iowa 
and ideas to overcome the shortage. 
Studied school superintendents. Found reasons why fewer 
qualified candidates were applying for superintendent jobs. 
Smdied Iowa educators with superintendent endorsements, but 
not serving. Key barriers: impact on family, too political, 
stress level, instability in the length of time on the job. 
Studied Maryland administrators. Themes emerged from the 
data to explain why a shortage exists. 
Gathered data about nation's superintendents as part of 
AASA's research series. Findings in areas such as 
superintendency backgrounds, roles, expectations, training and 
preparation, stress, job satisfaction, and demographics. 
1999 Cunningham & 
Burdick 
1999 Smith 
2000 Barron et al. 
2000 Glass 
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CHAPTER m. METHODOLOGY 
This investigation identified factors that are perceived to influence the motivation for 
persons to serve and remain serving as superintendents in Iowa public schools, and to determine 
the extent to which practicing superintendents feel they are able to actualize the factors in their 
current positions. In addition, this study examined how the results relate to Herzberg's 
Motivation-Hygiene Theory. A secondary purpose of this study determined if the demographic 
variables of gender, age, degree completion, years of service, shared or single school district, 
size of school district, work load, location of school district, or future career plans have any 
significant differences in career motivation and/or perseveration. This chapter describes the 
methods and prcx:edures of the smdy. The chapter is divided into six sections: 1) procedures of 
the study, 2) population of the study, 3) research design and variables of the smdy, 
4) development of the instrument, 5) data collection procedures, and 6) statistical analysis of the 
data. 
Procedures of the Study 
The procedures of the smdy included the following: 
1. School Administrators of Iowa (SAI) suff invited interested persons to attend a meeting 
to explore the pending leadership crisis in Iowa's public schools. Issues raised 
stimulated further exploration. 
2. A review of relevant literature was conducted and the problem of the smdy was 
formulated. 
3. A focus group of selected superintendents was invited to a breakfast meeting held at the 
SAI office and hosted by the researcher (see Appendix B). Professor William Poston, 
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Jr., of Iowa State University and Dr. Gaylord Tryon, Executive Director of SAI, 
assisted the researcher in facilitating the session. The purpose of the meeting was to 
seek authentic responses from practicing superintendents related to the problem of the 
study. A cooperative processing method was followed to generate a list of factors that 
motivate people to seek the superintendency and factors that motivate people to continue 
to remain as a superintendent. In addition, superintendents were asked to offer reasons 
why some persons are leaving this top leadership role. 
4. A questionnaire was designed based on responses shared in this focus group. 
5. The questionnaire was mailed to 25 randomly selected public school superintendents in 
Iowa for feedback. 
6. The questionnaire was revised based on feedback. 
7. The questionnaire was reviewed by Professor Richard P. Manatt and Ph.D. students 
(including practicing superintendents, principals, and curriculum directors) in a doctoral 
class at Iowa State University for feedback. 
8. Human subjects approval was requested and obtained from the Iowa State University 
Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research (see Appendix F). 
9. A modified questionnaire was distributed to all smdents enrolled in the Pre-Lead on-site 
program at Iowa State University as a pilot study. 
10. The questioimaire was mailed to a judgment panel of selected current and former 
superintendents for feedback and validation (see Appendix C). Based on their work 
experiences in the superintendency, their feedback was sought to validate the 
instrument; that is, to assure that the factors appropriately measured what the instrument 
intended to assess. 
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11. The questionnaire was reviewed by the researcher's Program of Studies Comminee for 
feedback and validation. 
12. The questionnaire was reviewed by a researcher knowledgeable about Herzberg's 
Motivation-Hygiene Theory to validate the categorization of the instrument's statements 
in accordance with Herzberg's motivators and hygiene factors (see Appendix D). 
13. The revised questionnaire was mailed to all Iowa public school superintendents who 
served during the 1998-99 and 1999-2000 school years and were members of SAI. 
14. Follow-up questionnaires were mailed to non-respondents two weeks following the 
stated deadline. 
15. Results were coded and analyzed utilizing Excel and the SPSS statistical programs. 
16. Conclusions and recommendations were drawn from the results of the investigation. 
17. The final report was written, revised, edited, and presented to the researcher's Program 
of Study comminee for final approval. 
Population of the Study 
The subjects of the study were public school superintendents in Iowa who served during the 
1998-99 and 1999-2000 school years and were members of SAI. Three hundred (300) 
superintendents were identified and selected to participate in the study based on information 
provided by the Iowa Department of Education and SAI. 
Questionnaires were mailed to the identified superintendents. Follow-up letters and 
questionnaires were sent to non-responding superintendents two weeks following the stated 
deadline. Encouragement to participate in the study, expressed through a cover letter from Dr. 
Tryon, served as an incentive, along with the promise that results would be shared with SAI 
members in the future. No additional compensation was given to persons who responded. 
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Research Design and Variables of the Study 
This investigation was grounded in a nonexperimental descriptive design using survey 
research methods, and included an examination of relationship, influence, and differences across 
several important factors and variables. The instrument consisted of two parts: Part I — Job 
Characteristics, and Part II — Demographic Information. Part I was composed of three sections 
that centered on key questions relating to the motivation to seek a position as a superintendent in 
Iowa's public schools and remain serving in that position. The first question was followed by 15 
factors, the second question was followed by 18 factors, and the third question was open-ended. 
Part n of the instnmient requested demographic information pertaining to gender, age, degree 
completion, years of service, shared or single school district, size of school district, work load, 
location of school district, and future career plans. The dependent variable was the choice to enter 
or stay in the superintendency. The independent variables of the study were the demographic 
characteristics and the intervening variables were the motivating factors. The variables are shown 
in Table 3. 
Table 3. Variables of the study 
Independent variables Intervening variables Dependent variables 
Gender Job characteristics Enter 
Age Stay 
Highest degree completed 
Years of service 
Shared or single district 
Size of school district 
Work load 
Location of school district 
Future career plans 
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Development of the Instrument 
Data for this investigation were gathered using the SAI/ISU Iowa Superintendency 
Questionnaire (Appendix A). The instrument was developed over a three-year period of time after 
reviewing literamre in the areas of motivation (Maslow, 1954; Herzberg, Mausner, & 
Snyderman, 1959; Vroom, 1964; Herzberg, 1966; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Glasser, 1990) 
and school superintendents (Rencher, 1992; McKay & Grady, 1994; Siebert, 1996; Else, Lutz, & 
Dietzenbach, 1998; Hodgkinson & Montenegro, 1999), while utilizing contributions from 
practicing and former superintendents, the Director of SAI, Iowa State University faculty and 
doctoral smdents. 
Initial statements that formed the backbone of factors listed on the instrument were 
generated by a focus group of selected superinteiKlents on June 14, 1996 (Appendix B). Based on 
recommendations from Dr. Tryon and Professor Poston, Iowa State University (major professor 
guiding this study) the researcher invited the practicing superintendents to a breakfast meeting at 
the SAI office. The purpose of the meeting was to seek authentic responses from practicing 
superintendents related to the problem of the study. Following introductory remarks relating to 
the leadership crisis in our state by the Director of SAI, the researcher and major professor co-
facilitated a cooperative processing strategy. Superintendents were first asked to consider what 
they believe motivates people to seek the superintendency. All responses were recorded on 
newsprint. Secondly, superintendents were asked to share what they believe motivates people to 
continue to remain as a superintendent, aiKl "why some folks are leaving." Again, all ideas were 
recorded in a public manner. Following the brainstorming, the facilitators asked clarifying 
questions to gain a clearer understanding of statements. As a result of the dialogue, some 
statements were merged with others. All participants were thanked for contributing their 
perspectives in an effort to examine the superintendent shortage in Iowa. 
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With the guidance of the major professor, the researcher formulated a questionnaire, 
utilizing the two lists of motivating factors (relating to entering and staying) as expressed by the 
superintendents' focus group. This questionnaire was mailed to approximately 25 randomly 
selected public school superimendents in Iowa for feedback. Names and addresses were obtained 
from a directory manual at SAJ, identifying each "nth" name from the list. A letter from Dr. 
Tryon, printed on SAI letterhead, accompanied the questionnaire (Appendix E), requesting their 
assistance in reviewing it and providing feedback. 
Modifications were made to the questionnaire based on suggestions offered. Subsequently, 
it was reviewed by members of a doctoral class at Iowa State University. 
Graduate students enrolled in the Pre-Lead on-site program at Iowa State University were 
invited to respond to a modified version of the questionnaire as a pilot study. Recognizing that 
these students are beginning their studies in educational leadership and may not seek the 
superintendency as a goal at this point in time, the pilot smdy offered information to the 
researcher about the clarity of instructions as well as whether it would be worthwhile to expand 
the subject pool to those persons entering their smdies in the field of educational leadership. The 
researcher, along with the guidance of the major professor, chose to not extend the subject pool 
due to the low number of persons indicating an interest in becoming a superintendent in the future 
(two of 15). 
Based on the recommended list of names provided by Dr. Tryon and Professor Poston, the 
questionnaire was mailed to a judgment panel of selected current and former superintendents for 
feedback and validation. Suggestions offered were considered and integrated as judged 
appropriate by the researcher and major professor. 
A review of the questionnaire was offered by the researcher's Program of Studies 
Committee members during a meeting to discuss the proposed smdy. Suggestions provided were 
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recorded by the major professor and integrated by the researcher. A critique was completed by 
the major professor for foial approval of the instrument. 
The questionnaire was reviewed by a researcher knowledgeable about Herzberg's 
Motivation-Hygiene Theory to validate the categorization of the instrument's statements in 
accordance with Herzberg's motivators and hygiene factors (see Appendix D). 
Selected Iowa superintendents were asked to respond to the instnmient to reveal findings 
about factors that motivate them to enter and remain in this career role. The questionnaire was 
self-administered and required approximately IS minutes to complete. 
The instrument consisted of two parts: Part I — Job Characteristics, and Part II — 
Demographic Information. Part I was composed of three sections that centered on key questions; 
1) How important was each of the following job characteristics in motivating you to seek the 
superintendency? 2) Now that you are a practicing superintendent, how important is each of the 
following job characteristics in motivating you to remain a superintendent? To what extent do you 
feel able to actualize this factor in your current position? 3) What two or three job characteristics 
do you not like about serving as a superintendent? 
The first question was followed by 15 factors, the second question was followed by 18 
factors, and the third question was open-ended. Pan II of the instrument requested demographic 
information pertaining to gender, age, degree completion, years of service, shared or single 
school district, size of school district, work load, location of school district, and future career 
plans. 
The job characteristics identified by practicing superintendents and included in the 
instrument correspond to Herzberg's motivators, as verified by Dr. Larry Frase (see Appendix 
D). Note that the job characteristic of "working with a variety of people" is placed as a hygiene 
(interpersonal relations) in seeking the superintendency and as a motivator (work itself) in 
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remaining a superintendent. This is appropriate because once in a superintendency role, working 
with people extends beyond a characteristic of the work environment and becomes integral to the 
job itself. Tables 4-6 illustrate the relationships. 
In Part I of the instrument, a Likert-type five-item scale was utilized for scoring the 
responses. The weightings for the questions relating to job characteristics that motivate a person 
to seek a position as a superintendent or to remain in the position were as follows: 
0 = Not important 
1 = Slightly important 
2 = Somewhat important 
3 = Important 
4 = Very important 
Similarly, the weightings for the question asking the extent to which a practicing 
superintendent is able to actualize the factor in the current position were as follows: 
0 = Not at all 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Slightly 
Somewhat 
Much of the time 
Most of the time 
Table 4. Herzberg's motivation and hygiene factors (Herzberg, 1966) 
Motivation factors (intrinsic factors) Hygiene factors (extrinsic factors) 
Achievement 
Recognition 
Work itself 
Company policy and administration 
Supervision-technical 
Interpersonal relations (superior) 
Interpersonal relations (subordinate) 
Interpersonal relations (peer) 
Work conditions 
Salary 
Factors in personal life 
Status 
Job security 
Responsibility 
Advancement 
Possibility of growth 
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Table S. Job characteristics in motivating one to seek the superintendency as categorized by 
Herzberg's motivation and hygiene factors 
Job Characteristic Motivation factor Hygiene factor 
Confidence in my abilities 
Desire to shape the future 
Being prepared for the opportunity 
Desire to serve all learners in my community 
Desire to make significant changes to schools 
to improve them 
Encouragement, support from others 
Enhanced salary, benefits 
Getting paid to do something I like 
Intellectual stimulation 
Having the opportunity to be competitive, challenged 
Having the opportunity to serve in top leadership role 
Having the opportunity to work with a variety of people 
Increasing my level of prestige 
Increasing my level of power 
Feeling a responsibility to "give something back" 
Achievement 
Work itself 
Achievement 
Work itself 
Work itself 
Recognition 
Work itself 
Achievement 
Achievement 
Advancement 
Salary 
Interpersoiud 
relations 
Status 
Status 
Responsibility 
A final question in Part I offered an open-ended opportunity for respondents to express the 
two or three job characteristics they do not like about serving as a superintendent. While this 
question does not relate directly to the research questions, it was deemed to yield information 
important to subsequent smdies of the leadership shortage in Iowa. The narrative dau were not 
subjected to statistical analyses. The data were, however, grouped and presented in Tables 7 and 
8. The groupings are categorized based on Herzberg's motivation and hygiene factors, when 
applicable, to enhance an understanding of the correspondence of these factors to Herzberg's 
Motivation-Hygiene Theory, and to explore the possibility of other hygiene factors not identified 
by Herzberg as it applies to public school superintendents in Iowa. A listing of all responses are 
found in Appendix I. 
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Table 6. Job characteristics in motivating one to remain a superintendent as categorized by 
Herzberg's motivation and hygiene factors 
Job characteristic Motivation factor Hygiene factor 
Raising the quality of public education 
Meeting the challenge of attacks on public education 
Receiving support from the Board of Education 
Feeling valued by staff, students, and community 
Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role 
Having the capacity to deal with issues and people 
Fulfilling my aspirations, feeling my work is personally 
meaningful 
Feeling that work is fim and exciting 
Meeting needs of my family situation 
Maintaining balance between personal and professional 
life 
Receiving adequate pay, benefits 
Providing adequate prestige 
Providing adequate power 
Believing that tenure is necessary to make change 
Wanting to see the change process succeed 
Feeling a strong network with colleagues 
Getting to work with a variety of people 
Having an opportunity to mentor younger administrators 
Work itself 
Achievement 
Recognition 
Recognition 
Responsibility 
Achievement 
Work itself 
Work itself 
NA 
Achievement 
Work itself 
Recognition 
Factors in 
personal life 
Factors in 
personal life 
Salary 
Status 
Status 
NA 
Interpersonal 
relations (peer) 
Part n of the instrument contained personalized information to collect demographic 
information for analysis. Practicing superintendents were asked to provide information pertaining 
to gender, age, degree completion, years of service, shared or single school district, size of 
school district, work load, location of school district, and future career plans. 
The instrument was validated by a judgment panel of 18 practicing and former public 
school superintendents as recommended by the Director of SAI and the researcher's major 
professor. In a cover letter from Dr. Tryon, printed on SAI letterhead, he requested their review 
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Table 7. Groupings of superintendent responses to the question: "What two or three job 
characteristics do you not like about serving as a superintendent?" 
Percent of Percent of 
Grouping label Count responses cases 
Leadership demands 95 28.9 66.9 
Job dissatisfaction 77 23.4 54.2 
Board members and relationships 38 11.6 26.8 
Public relationships and factors 37 11.2 26.1 
Health and well-being 33 10.0 23.2 
Persormel issues and relationships 27 8.2 19.0 
Family factors 13 4.0 9.2 
Instructional factors and issues 9 2.7 6.3 
Note: Percent of responses based on 329 total responses; percent of cases based on 142 
valid cases. 
Table 8. Groupings of superintendent responses to the question; "What two or three job 
characteristics do you not like about serving as a superintendent?" as placed into 
Herzberg's motivation and hygiene factor categories 
Grouping label Motivation factor Hygiene factor 
Leadership demands 
Job dissatisfaction 
Board members and relationships 
Public relationships and factors 
Health and well-being 
Personnel issues and relationships 
Family factors 
Instructional factors and issues 
Work conditions 
Work conditions 
Interpersonal relations 
Interpersonal relations 
Factors in personal life 
Supervision, Interpersonal 
relations 
Factors in personal life 
Work itself 
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of the questionnaire to assure that the factors listed were clear, complete, and appropriately 
measured what the instrument intended to assess. Panel members were invited to offer feedback 
for improvement. Suggestions were integrated as ^)propriate, based on the judgment of the 
researcher and approval by the major professor. A subsequent review of the instrument by the 
researcher's Program of Study Committee resulted in additional feedback that was integrated. The 
revised instrument was offered to the major professor who then gave final approval prior to 
printing and mailing. 
Human Subjects ApfH'oval 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research reviewed 
and approved this research project on April 29, 1999 (Appendix F). This approval acknowledges 
that the rights and welfare of the participants in the study will be adequately protected through 
promises such as anonymous and voluntary participation, confidentiality of data, expectation of 
benefits, and lack of risks. 
No names were required from any subjects in the smdy. Confidentiality and anonymity 
were assured in the cover lener accompanying the instrument, as was the voluntary nature of the 
participation. The researcher utilized a coding system for the purpose of mailing follow-up letters 
to non-respondents. The coding system was viewed only by the principal researcher and was filed 
in a secured closet. After the responses had been collected, the coding information was destroyed. 
Data Collection Procedure 
On October 8, 1999, the SAI/ISU Iowa Superintendency Questionnaire was mailed to each 
public school superintendent in Iowa who practiced during the 1998-99 and 1999-2000 school 
years and was a member of SAI. The cover letter that accompanied the instrument (Appendix G), 
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along with the brief directions on the instrument itself, provided directions for completion and 
return that were self-explanatory. Each subject was asked to return the completed questionnaire 
via U.S. mail in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope to SAI. Follow-up mailings were 
sent two weeks following the stated deadline to those superintendents that had not responded 
(Appendix H). The final number of respondents was 288 of the 300 superintendents who were 
identified, selected, and invited to participate in the smdy for a return rate of 96 percent. 
Statistical Analysis of the Data 
A total of 288 questionnaires was used for data analysis. Data obtained from the instrument 
were analyzed using the SPSS statistical program at Iowa State University to test the null 
hypotheses. See Table 9 for a list of the null hypotheses. 
Utilizing descriptive statistics, the means, median, and standard deviations for the 288 
responding public school superintendents were computed. The means were subsequently used to 
compile a rank order list of motivating factors, from highest to lowest, for each factor in 
questions I and 2. The factors compiled were placed on a Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (not 
important) to 4 (very important) for question 1 and the first part of question 2, and from 0 (not at 
all) to 4 (most of the time) for the second part of question 2. Further, the scores were arranged 
according to mean rank from the highest score to the lowest. The scores were then grouped based 
on Herzberg's categories of motivators (intrinsic) and hygienes (extrinsic) to examine if 
differences exist. In addition, the ratio for each subject comparing the importance of each factor 
to the extent of actualizing it was calculated in question 2. See Table 10 for a list of the questions. 
Integrating the demographic variables with questions I and 2, descriptive statistics were 
further computed to examine differences. The differences between means of two variables was 
determined using the t tests for independent groups. A level of 5.05 was used. The one-way 
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Table 9. Null hypotheses to be tested 
Null hypotheses 
1. There are no job characteristics that are important in motivating an individual to seek the 
superintendency in Iowa public schools. 
2. There are no job characteristics that are important in motivating an individual to remain as a 
public school superintendent in Iowa. 
3. There are no important job characteristics that superintendents are able to actualize in their 
current positions. 
4. There is no significant difference in the extent to which superintendents' actual performances 
align with their identification of important job characteristics. 
5. There is no significant difference in important job characteristics in seeking the 
superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on gender, age, professional 
preparation, experience, work load, size of school district, shared or single school district, 
location of school district, or future career plans. 
6. There is no significant difference in important job characteristics in remaining a 
superintendent among superintendents in Iowa based on gender, age, professional 
preparation, experience, work load, size of school district, shared or single school district, 
location of school district, or future career plans. 
7. There is no significant relationship between influential job characteristics in seeking the 
superintendency and Herzberg's motivational theory. 
8. There is no significant relationship between influential job characteristics in remaining a 
superintendent and Herzberg's motivational theory. 
9. There is no significant relationship between the selection and retention of superintendents 
among motivational categories. 
Table 10. Questions 1 and 2 of the instnmient 
Number Question 
1 How important was each of the following job characteristics in motivating you to 
seek the superintendency? 
2 Now that you are a practicing superintendent, how important is each of the 
following job characteristics in motivating you to remain a superintendent? 
To what extent do you feel able to actualize this factor in your cunent position? 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if a significant difference existed 
among the levels of the independent variables. If F ratios were found to be significant, the post 
hoc test using the Scheffe procedure was administered to determine between which means the 
significant difference existed. The .OS alpha level was used as the minimum level of significance. 
The Spearman correlation coefficient was computed to examine the first-order relationships 
between the independent and dependent variables. A factor analysis was performed to group the 
like variables through data reduction, based on the correlations. A reliability test of correlations 
was conducted to determine if factors hold together. Clarifications of the data and tables 
illustrating the results of these tests are presented in Chapter IV. 
80 
CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
This study identified factors that are perceived to influence the motivation for persons to 
serve and remain serving as superintendents in Iowa public schools, and to determine the extent to 
which practicing superintendents feel they are able to actualize the factors in their current 
positions. In addition, this study examined how the results relate to Herzberg's Motivation-
Hygiene Theory. A secondary purpose of this study was to determine if the demographic 
variables of gender, age, degree completion, years of service, shared or single school district, 
size of school district, work load, location of school district, or future career plans have any 
association with career motivation and/or perseveration in the job. This chapter presents the 
findings of the investigation by organizing the data in two sections; (1) General Characteristics of 
the Population, and (2) Statistical Treatment of Data. 
General Characteristics of the Population 
Selected personal and professional information about each superintendent and his/her school 
district was requested on the SAI/ISU Iowa Superintendency Questionnaire. Data were collected 
on the following demographic variables: (a) gender, (b) age, (c) degree completion, (d) 
respondents' years of service in education, both in teaching and administration, (e) shared or 
single school district, (f) size of school district, (g) work load, (h) location of the school district, 
and (i) future career plans. 
A description of the subjects who participated in this investigation follows. First, a view of 
the respondents in relation to the selected demographic variables of (a) gender, (b) age, and (c) 
degree completion. 
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Gender — An inspection of Table 11 reveals that of the 288 respondents, 277 (96.20%) 
were male. Eleven females (3.80%) responded to this item. 
Age — Table 11 displays the ages of the respondents, categorized into five groups: 1) under 
35, 2) 35-44, 3) 45-54, 4) 55-64, and 5) over 64. Most superintendents in Iowa are 45-54 years 
of age (50.00%). The group with the least respondents was the under 35 category (0%) followed 
closely by the over 64 category (2.10%). Four (4) people did not report an age. 
Degree Completion — Educational levels were classified based on the highest degree 
completed; 1) Master's, 2) Specialist, 3) Ed.D. or Ph.D. Table 11 illustrates that the highest 
number of respondents were in the specialist group, with 132 individuals (46.50%). By contrast. 
Table 11. Frequency and valid percent of respondents by gender, age, and highest degree 
completed 
Category Frequency Valid percent 
Gender 
Male 277 96.20 
Female 11 3.80 
Total 288 100.00 
Age 
<35 0 0.00 
35-44 39 13.07 
45-54 142 50.00 
55-64 97 34.20 
65+ 6 2.10 
Total 284 100.00 
Highest degree completed 
Master's 57 20.10 
Specialist 132 46.50 
Ed.D. or Ph.D. 95 33.50 
Total 284 100.00 
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the categoi^' with the least respondents was the master's degree group with 57 superintendents 
(21.10%). Four (4) persons did not fill in this information. 
Years of Service — Superintendents indicated the number of years served in five 
categories: 1) pre-K-12 teaching, 2) pre-K-12 administration (not as superinteiKlent), 
3) superintendency outside of Iowa, 4) superintendency in Iowa, and S) current position. Each of 
these categories was then divided into four classifications: 1) 0 to S years, 2) 6 to 10 years, 
3) 11 to 25 years, and 4) over 25 years. 
The data in Table 12 show that the largest percentage of superintendents have taught in 
grades pre-K-12 for 6 to 10 years (38.80%). This group was closely followed by the 0 to 5 years 
category (36.60%). Only one person surveyed had taught for over 25 years before entering 
school administration. Twelve respondents did not complete this item. 
Table 12 synthesizes the number of years that Iowa public school superintendents have 
served in pre-K-12 administration (not as superintendem). The data reveal a balanced percentage 
in the categories of 0 to 5 years (33.20%), 6 to 10 years (34.30%) and 11 to 25 years (30.00%). 
By contrast, seven of those surveyed (2.50%) had served in administration, but not as a 
superintendent, for over 25 years before seeking the top leadership role. Eleven persons did not 
complete this item. 
Most superintendents who participated in the survey have not previously served in this role 
outside of Iowa. An examination of Table 12 indicates that of the 164 persons (87.70%) recorded 
as serving 0 to 5 years as a superintendent outside of Iowa, 143 marked 0 years, and 19 persons 
indicated between 1 and 4 years. Further pointing to the low numbers of persons who come to 
Iowa with experience outside the state, only 12 of the respondents (6.40%) had served 6 to 10 
years, 10 (5.30%) had served 11 to 25 years, and one (.50%) had served over 25 years as a 
superintendent outside of Iowa. Over one hundred persons (101) did not respond to this item. 
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Table 12. Frequency and valid percent of respondents by number of years served in teaching and 
administration 
Category Respondents Valid percent 
Number of years served in pre-K teaching 
0-5 years 101 36.60 
6-10 years 107 38.80 
11-25 years 67 24.30 
>25 years 1 .40 
Total 276 100.00 
Number of years served in pre-K-12 
administration (not as superintendent) 
0-5 years 92 33.20 
6-10 years 95 34.30 
11-25 years 83 30.00 
> 25 years 7 2.50 
Total 277 100.00 
Number of years served in a 
superintendency outside of Iowa 
0-5 years 164* 87.70 
6-10 years 12 6.40 
11-25 years 10 5.30 
> 25 years 1 .50 
Total 187 100.00 
Number of years served in a 
superintendency in Iowa 
0-5 years 106 38.00 
6-10 years 52 18.60 
11-25 years 105 37.60 
>25 years 16 5.70 
Total 279 100.00 
Number of years served in current position 
0-5 years 170 60.30 
6-10 years 61 21.60 
11-25 years 47 16-70 
>25 years 4 1.40 
Total 282 100.00 
*Of the 164 with <5 years, 143 indicated "0" or no years of experience as a superintendent 
outside of Iowa. There were 101 persons who did not respond to this item. 
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Results cited in Table 12 show that movement from one Iowa superintendency to another is 
more common than from out of state. Most Iowa superintendents have served a total of less than 6 
years (38.00%) or between 11 and 25 years (37.60%). Only 16 persons responding to the survey 
have served as an Iowa superintendent for over 25 years (5.70%). Nine individuals did not 
complete this item. 
An examination of Table 12 reveals that the majority of respondents (170) have served 5 
years or less in their current position as an Iowa public school superintendent (60.30%), followed 
by 61 who have served 6 to 10 years (21.60%) and 47 who have served 11 to 25 years (16.70%). 
Only four persons responding to the survey have served over 25 years (1.40%). Six individuals 
did not complete this item. 
Shared or Single School District — The data on the number of districts the respondent 
served was divided into two categories: 1) one district, and 2) more than one district. The 
findings summarized in Table 13 reveal that 265 (94%) of the participants serve one district, and 
17 (6.(X)%) serve two districts. Six (6) persons did not respond to this item. 
Size of School District — The Iowa public school superintendents surveyed reported the 
number of K-12 smdents enrolled in their school district(s). Their responses were divided into 
five categories: 1) less than 500, 2) 501-1000, 3) 1001-5000, 4) 5001-10,000, and 5) over 
10,000. Table 13 displays the findings. The largest number of individuals, 131 (45.6%), serve in 
districts with smdent populations of 501-1000. The fewest superintendents serve in our state's 
smallest and largest school districts. Only seven persons (2.4%) work in districts serving under 
250 smdents, and eight individuals (2.80%) lead districts with over 7500 smdents. One person did 
not report the size of the school district. 
Work Load — While most superintendents work full time (91.3%), the data in Table 13 are 
soned to indicate persons who work in combination jobs or part time. Compared to the 263 
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Table 13. Frequency and valid percent of respondents by niimber of districts presendy serving, 
number of students serving, and work load 
Category Respondents Valid percent 
Number of districts presently serving 
1 district 265 94.00 
> 1 district 17 6.00 
Total 282 100.00 
Size of current school district(s) (number of 
K-12 students) 
<250 7 2.40 
250-399 30 10.50 
400-599 57 19.90 
600-999 90 31.40 
1000-2499 75 26.10 
2500-7499 20 7.00 
7500+ _8 2.80 
Total 287 100.00 
Work load 
Full-time superintendent 263 92.30 
Full-time combination (superintendent 
and principal) 19 6.70 
Part-time superintendent 3 1.10 
Total 285 100.00 
individuals who work full time, 19 persons (6.70%) serve in full-time combination roles 
(superintendent and principal), and three persons (1.10%) work on a pan-time basis. Three (3) 
persons did not fill in this information. 
Location of School District — The location of each respondent's school district was 
classified according to the local Area Education Agency (AEA) divisions, of which there are 15 
in the state of Iowa. (The AEA's are numbered 1 through 16, but there is no AEA #8.) As Table 
14 illustrates, the number of superintendents in each location ranges from a high of 47 
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respondents from AEA 11 (16.6%) to 10 respondents from AEA 16 (3.5%). Five (5) individuals 
did not complete this item. 
Future Career Plans — Respondents indicated their five-year career plans on the 
instrument, and the data were divided into five groups: 1) serving as a superintendent in Iowa, 
Table 14. Frequency arnd valid percent of respondents by location and career plan 
Category Respondents Valid percent 
Area Education Agency 
AEA 1 19 6.70 
AEA 2 20 7.10 
AEA3 14 4.90 
AEA 4 11 3.90 
AEA 5 23 8.10 
AEA6 13 4.60 
AEA 7 16 5.70 
AEA 9^ 17 6.00 
AEA 10 22 7-80 
AEA 11 47 16.60 
AEA 12 17 6.00 
AEA 13 23 8.10 
AEA 14 17 6.00 
AEA 15 14 4.90 
AEA 16 10 3.50 
Total 283 100.00 
e-year career plan 
Serve as a superintendent in Iowa 136 47.60 
Serve as a supenntendent outside of Iowa 14 4.90 
Retired 92 32.20 
Engaged in a different career 15 5.20 
Other 29 " 10.10 
Total 286 100.00 
'There is no AEA #8. 
•"Of the 29 indicating "other," 16 marked both "retired" and "engaged in a different career." 
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2) serving as a superintendent outside of Iowa, 3) retired, 4) engaged in a different career, and 
5) other. The findings charted in Table 14 demonstrate that 136 (47.20%) of the individuals plan 
to be serving as a superintendent in Iowa in five years. Nearly one hundred of those persons (92, 
or 31.90%) intend to be retired at that time. Fifteen persons (5.2%) plan to work in five years, 
but not as a superintendent. Fourteen persons (4.90%) expect to be serving as a superintendent in 
five years, but not in Iowa. Of the 29 indicating "other" on the instrument, 16 marked both 
"retired" and "engaged in a different career." Two persons did not respond to this item. 
Statistical Treatment of Data 
Hypothesis ffl: There are no job characteristics that are important in motivating an individual to 
seek the superintendency in Iowa public schools. 
The purpose of the first hypothesis was to determine if any of the job characteristics 
measured were important in motivating people to choose the Iowa public school superintendency 
as a career. The valid percent for each level of the Likert-type scale was calculated (0=Not 
important, 1= Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very 
important). The means and standard deviations of each factor were computed, with a range in 
means from a high of 3.42 to a low of 1.13. The job characteristics are presented in rank order in 
Table 15. 
A mean response of 2.75 or greater was considered to identify the item as important to the 
superintendents in motivating them to seek the top leadership jobs. This level was selected to 
provide greater statistical rigor in differentiating between "somewhat important" (2.0) and 
"important" (3.0). Twelve of the 15 job characteristics were found to be important. As a result, 
the null hypothesis was rejected. 
"Desire to make significant changes to schools to improve them" (mean=3.42), "desire to 
shape the future" (mean=3.23), and "having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role" 
Table 15. Frequency information of factors that motivate respondents to become a superintendent" 
Valid % 
Valid % Valid % Valid % Valid % Important 
Not Slightly Somewhat Valid % Very and Very 
Factor important important important Important important important N Mean SO 
Desire to make signiflcant changes 
to schools to improve them 0.30 2.10 8.70 33.40 55.40 88.80 287 3.42 0.77 
Desire to shape the future 0.00 3.10 11.80 43.60 41.50 85.10 287 3.23 0.79 
Having the opportunity to serve 
in the top leadership role 1.40 4.50 12.20 36.20 45.60 81.80 287 3.20 0.92 
Confidence in my abilities 2.10 2.50 8.80 54.40 32.30 86.70 285 3.12 0.84 
Desire to serve all learners in 
my community 1.40 3.80 14.20 45.80 34.70 80.50 288 3.09 0.87 
Having the opportunity to be 
competitive, challenged 2.40 5.90 16.00 42.00 33.70 75.70 288 2.99 0.98 
Enhanced salary, benefits 1.40 4.20 17.80 51.90 24.70 76.60 287 2.94 0.85 
Being prepared for the opportunity 2.40 3.10 21.60 45.60 27.20 72.80 287 2.92 0.91 
Intellectual stimulation 2.40 5.60 18.40 48.30 25.30 73.60 288 2.89 0.93 
Having the opportunity to work 
with a variety of people 0.70 7.30 24.80 42.70 24.50 67.20 286 2.83 0.91 
Encouragement/support from others 2.80 7.00 22.40 40.90 26.90 67.80 286 2.82 1.00 
Getting paid to do something I like 2.80 6.60 24.70 42.00 24.00 66.00 288 2.78 0.98 
Feeling a responsibility to 
"give something back" 3.50 11.10 28.20 39.40 17.80 57.20 287 2.57 1.02 
Increasing my level of prestige 27.90 22.00 26.10 19.50 4.50 24.00 287 1.51 1.21 
Increasing my level of power 41.10 20.90 24.00 11.50 2.40 13.90 287 1.13 1.15 
'0=Not important, I =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=lmportant, and 4=Very important. 
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(mean=3.20) were the items that were most important of the 12. By contrast, three job 
characteristics yielded mean scores below 2.75, "feeling a responsibility to 'give something 
back'" (mean=2.57), "increasing my level of prestige" (mean=l-51), and "increasing my level 
of power" (mean= 1.13). The rank order, valid percent of levels of importance, mean, and 
standard deviation for the 288 Iowa public school superintendents are reported in Table 15. 
Hypothesis #2: There are no job characteristics that are important in motivating an individual to 
remain as a public school superintendent in Iowa. 
The purpose of the second hypothesis was to determine if any of the job characteristics 
measured were important in motivating Iowa public school superintendents to stay in the 
profession. The valid percent for each level of the Likert-type scale was calculated (0=Not 
important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=In^rtant, and4=Very 
important). The means and standard deviations of each characteristic were computed, with a 
range in means from a high of 3.43 to a low of 1.36. The job characteristics are presented in rank 
order in Table 16. 
A mean response of 2.75 or greater was considered to identify the item as important to the 
superintendents in motivating them to seek the top leadership jobs. Thirteen of the 18 job 
characteristics were found to be important. As a result, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
"Raising the quality of public education" (mean=3.43), "fulfilling my aspirations, feeling 
my work is personally meaningful" (mean=3.40), and "receiving support from the Board of 
Education" (mean=3.35) were the items that were most important to the respondents. By 
contrast, five items yielded mean scores below 2.75. Of those five, the three items that were 
found to have the least importance were "believing that tenure is necessary to make change" 
(mean=2.34), "providing adequate prestige" (mean=1.74), and "providing adequate power" 
Table 16. Frcqucncy information of factors that motivate respondents to remain a superintendent' 
Valid % 
Valid % Valid % Valid % Valid % Important 
Not Slightly Somewhat Valid % Very and Very 
Factor important important important Important important important N Mean SD 
Raising the quality of public 
education 0.00 0.70 5.90 43.40 50.00 93.40 288 3.43 0.64 
Fulfilling my aspirations. 
feeling my work is personally 
meaningful 0.00 1.70 6.90 41.00 50.30 91.30 288 3.40 0.70 
Receiving support from the 
Board of Education 1.40 2.40 8.70 34.40 53.10 87.50 288 3.35 0.85 
Having the capacity to deal with 
issues and people 0.30 0.70 8.70 46.70 43.60 90.30 287 3.32 0.69 
Feeling that my strengths are 
best used in this role 0.30 1.00 6.30 53.70 38.70 92.40 287 3.29 0.66 
Wanting to see the change 
process succeed 0.00 3.50 10.80 46.30 39.40 85.70 287 3.22 0.77 
Feeling valued by staff, 
students, and community 0.30 1.40 12.50 54.50 31.30 85.80 288 3.15 0.71 
Feeling that work is fun and 
exciting 0.30 5.60 15.30 48.60 30.20 78.80 288 3.03 0.84 
Receiving adequate pay, benefits 0.70 4.20 16.00 50.30 28.80 79.10 288 3.02 0.82 
Meeting needs of my family 
situation 1.70 7.60 19.40 37.20 34.00 71.20 288 2.94 1.00 
*0=Not important, l=SlightIy important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
Table 16. Continued 
Valid % 
Valid % Valid % Valid % Valid % Important 
Not Slightly Somewhat Valid % Very and Very 
Factor important important important Important important important N Mean SD 
Feeling a strong network with 
colleagues 0.70 3.80 24.30 44.80 26.40 71.20 288 2.92 0.85 
Maintaining balance between 
personal and professional life 2.80 5.20 23.30 38.70 30.00 68.70 287 2.88 0.99 
Getting to work with a variety 
of people 0.30 7.60 24.30 47.90 19.80 67.70 288 2.80 0.86 
Meeting the challenge of attacks 
on public education 3.80 11.50 30.20 36.10 18.40 54.50 288 2.54 1.04 
Having an opportunity to mentor 
younger administrators 5.20 13.20 27.10 37.50 17.00 54.50 288 2.48 1.08 
Believing that tenure is 
necessary to make change 11.80 14.20 20.80 34.70 18.40 53.10 288 2.34 1.26 
Providing adequate prestige 17.40 21.20 35.10 22.90 3.50 26.40 288 1.74 1.10 
Providing adequate power 29.70 23.10 30.10 16.10 1.00 17.10 286 1.36 1.10 
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(mean= 1.36). The rank order, valid percent of levels of importance, mean, and standard 
deviation for the 288 Iowa public school superintendents are reponed in Table 16. 
Hypothesis #3: There are no important job characteristics that superintendents are able to 
actualize in their current positions. 
The purpose of the third hypothesis was to determine if the superinteiKlents were able to 
actualize any of the job characteristics measured in their roles as school district leaders. The valid 
percent for each level of the Likert-type scale was calculated (0=Not at all, 1=Slightly, 
2=Somewhat, 3=Much of the time, and 4=Most of the time). The means and standard 
deviations of each job factor were computed, with a range in means from a high of 3.24 to a low 
of 2.02. The job characteristics are presented in rank order in Table 17. 
A mean response of 2.75 or greater was considered to identify the item as one in which the 
superintendents did actualize in their jobs. The superintendents reported that seven of the 18 job 
characteristics were ones that they were able to actualize in their jobs. As a restilt, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
"Receiving support from the Board of Education" (mean =3.24), "having the capacity to 
deal with issues and people" (mean =3.20), and "feeling that my strengths are best used in this 
role" (mean =3.09) were the items that were most important to the superintendents. By contrast, 
11 job characteristics yielded mean scores below 2.75. Of those 11, the three items that were 
found to be least important were "providing adequate power" (mean =2.11), "having an 
opportunity to mentor younger administrators" (mean =2.08), and "maintaining balance between 
personal and professional life" (mean =2.02). The rank order, valid percent of levels, mean, and 
standard deviation for the responding Iowa public school superintendents are reported in Table 
17. 
Table 17. Frequency information of the extent to which respondents feel they are able to actualize the factors in their current positions" 
Valid % 
Valid % Valid % Much of the 
Factor 
Valid % 
Not at all 
Valid % 
Slightly 
Valid % 
Somewhat 
Much of 
the time 
Most of 
the time 
lime and Most 
of the lime N Mean SD 
Receiving support from the 
Board of Education 1.80 4.20 13.30 29.80 50.90 80.70 285 3.24 0.96 
Having the capacity to deal 
with issues and people 0.00 2.10 14.40 44.60 38.90 83.50 285 3.20 0.76 
Feeling that my strengths are 
best used in this role 0.40 1.40 15.80 53.90 28.50 82.40 284 3.09 0.73 
Fulfilling my aspirations, 
feeling my work is 
personally meaningful 0.70 3.90 22.50 43.90 29.10 73.00 285 2.97 0.86 
Getting to work with a 
variety of people 0.40 4.90 21.80 48.10 24.90 73.00 285 2.92 0.83 
Feeling valued by staff, 
students, and community 0.40 4.60 25.60 49.50 20.00 69.50 285 2.84 0.81 
Feeling a strong network 
with colleagues 1.10 7.40 27.80 41.20 22.50 63.70 284 2.77 0.92 
Wanting to see the change 
process succeed 0.00 6.30 35.90 45.80 12.00 57.80 284 2.63 0.78 
Raising the quality of public 
education 0.40 4.60 40.70 45.60 8.80 54.40 285 2.58 0.73 
Meeting needs of my family 
situation 3.50 15.50 25.70 41.20 13.70 54.90 284 2.57 2.08 
'0=Not at all, 1 =Slightly, 2=Somewhat, 3=Much of the time, and 4=Most of the time. 
Table 17. Continued 
Valid % 
Valid % Valid % Much of the 
Valid % Valid % Valid % Much of Most of time and Most 
Factor Not at all Slightly Somewhat the time the time of the time N Mean SD 
Feeling that work is fun and 
exciting 2.10 16.10 28.40 35.80 17.50 53.30 285 2.51 1.03 
Receiving adequate pay, benefits 1.40 10.50 36.80 39.30 11.90 51.20 285 2.50 0.89 
Providing adequate prestige 6.30 14.80 32.70 36.60 9.50 46.10 284 2.28 1.04 
Believing that tenure is necessary 
to make change 10.60 12.40 30.00 33.90 13.10 47.00 283 2.27 1.16 
Meeting the challenge of attacks 
on public education 2.50 19.60 46.70 26.00 5.30 31.30 285 2.12 0.87 
Providing adequate power 9.60 17.00 33.00 33.30 7.10 40.40 282 2.11 1.08 
Having an opportunity to mentor 
younger administrators 8.40 18.60 39.30 23.50 10.20 33.70 285 2.08 1.08 
Maintaining balance between 
personal and professional life 8.10 21.10 39.40 23.20 8.10 31.30 284 2.02 1.05 
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Hypothesis #4: There is no significant difference in the extent to which superintendents' actual 
performance aligns with their identification of important job characteristics. 
The purpose of the fourth hypothesis was to determine if a significant difference existed in 
the alignment of certain job characteristics with the ability of the respondents to actualize them on 
the job. Paired differences in means between respondents' identification of important job 
characteristics and actual performance were calculated and are presented in Table 18. 
The alpha level to determine rejection was .05, and 16 of 18 items were found to be in this 
range. The two items with probabilities greater than .05 were "receiving suppon from the Board 
of Education" (p=.06) and "believing that tenure is necessary to make change" (p=.19). The null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
By noting the intersection of the mean responses for "importance" and "actualization" of 
each item, an aligiunent existed among some of the items. These intersections are displayed in 
Figure 1, with identification of factors and means in Table 19. The following job characteristics 
were identified as both important and actualized, and are found in the upper-right hand quadrant 
of the diagram: 
• Fulfilling my aspirations, feeling my work is personally meaningful, 
• Feeling valued by staff, students, and community, 
• Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role, 
• Feeling a strong network with colleagues, 
• Having the capacity to deal with issues and people, 
• Receiving support from the Board of Education, and 
• Getting to work with a variety of people. 
Some items were slightly important and slightly actualized, and are shown in the lower lefthand 
quadrant of the diagram: 
• Meeting the challenge of attacks on public education, 
• Having an opportunity to mentor younger administrators, 
• Believing that tenure is necessary to make change, 
• Providing adequate prestige, and 
• Providing adequate power. 
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Table 18. Paired differences in means between respondents' identification of important job 
characteristics and actual performance 
Factor N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Raising the quality of public education 
Importance* 285 3.43 0.64 17.89 0.00 
Acnial" 2.58 0.73 
Wanting to see the change process succeed 
Importance 283 3.22 0.77 11.46 0.00 
Actual 2.63 0.77 
Maintaining balance between personal/professional life 
Importance 284 2.87 0.99 11.03 0.00 
Actual 2.02 1.04 
Feeling that work is fun and exciting 
Importance 285 3.02 0.85 8.94 0.00 
Acmal 2.51 1.03 
Fulfilling my aspirations, feeling work 
is meaningfixl 
Importance 285 3.40 0.69 8.89 0.00 
Actual 2.97 0.86 
Receiving adequate pay, benefits 
Importance 285 3.02 0.82 7.57 0.00 
Actual 2.50 0.89 
Meeting the challenge of attacks on 
public education 
Importance 285 2.54 1.04 6.83 0.00 
Actual 2.12 0.87 
Having opportunity to mentor younger 
administrators 
Importance 285 2.48 1.08 6.38 0.00 
Acmal 2.08 1.08 
'Importance: 0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 
3 = Important, and 4=Very important. 
''Actual: 0=Not at all, 1 =Slightly, 2=Somewhat, 3=Much of the time, and 4=Most of 
the time. 
Table 18. Continued 
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Factor N Mean SD i-value Probability 
Feeling valued by staff, students, and community 
Importance 285 3.15 0.71 5.91 0.00 
Actual 2.84 0.81 
Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role 
Importance 285 3.29 0.66 4.26 0.00 
Actual 3.09 0.72 
Feeling a strong network with colleagues 
Importance 284 2.92 0.85 3.14 0.00 
Actual 2.77 0.92 
Meeting needs of my family situation 
Importance 284 2.94 1.00 2.85 0.01 
Acmal 2.57 2.80 
Having the capacity to deal with issues and people 
Importance 284 3.32 0.69 2.63 0.01 
Actual 3.20 0.76 
Receiving support from the Board of Education 
Importance 285 3.35 0.85 1.92 0.06 
Actual 3.24 0.96 
Believing that tenure is necessary to make change 
Importance 283 2.36 1.25 1.32 0.19 
Actual 2.27 1.16 
Getting to work with a variety of people 
Importance 285 2.79 0.86 -2.97 0.00 
Acmal 2.92 0.83 
Providing adequate prestige 
Importance 284 1.74 1.10 -7.72 0.00 
Actual 2.28 1..03 
Providing adequate power 
Importance 282 1.34 1.10 -10.33 0.00 
Actual 2.11 1.08 
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Figure 1. Intersection of means between respondents' identification of important job 
ciiaracteristics and actual performance 
A dissonance was revealed in some items between the level of importance that 
superintendents place on selected job characteristics and the extent to which those job 
characteristics were actualized in their roles. These job characteristics were unfulfilled but high 
priority to the superintendents, and are shown in the lower-right hand quadrant of the diagram: 
• Raising the quality of public education, 
• Wanting to see the change process succeed, 
• Maintaining balance between personal and professional life, 
• Feeling that work is fun and exciting, 
• Receiving adequate pay, benefits, and 
• Meeting needs of my family situation. 
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Table 19. Means of respondents' identification of impottant job characteristics and actual 
performance 
Mean 
Number Factor Importance Actual 
1 Raising the quality of public education 3.43 2.58 
2 Wanting to see the chwge process succeed 3.22 2.63 
3 Maintaining balance between personal/professional life 2.87 2.02 
4 Feeling that work is fim and exciting 3.02 2.51 
5 Fulfilling my aspirations, feeling work is meaningfiil 3.40 2.97 
6 Receiving adequate pay, benefits 3.02 2.50 
7 Meeting the challenge of attacks on public education 2.54 2.12 
8 Having opportunity to mentor younger administrators 2.48 2.08 
9 Feeling valued by staff, students, and community 3.15 2.84 
10 Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role 3.29 3.09 
11 Feeling a strong network with colleagues 2.92 2.77 
12 Meeting needs of my family situation 2.94 2.57 
13 Having the capacity to deal with issues and people 3.32 3.20 
14 Receiving support from the Board of Education 3.35 3.24 
15 Believing that tenure is necessary to make change 2.36 2.27 
16 Getting to work with a variety of people 2.79 2.92 
17 Providing adequate prestige 1.74 2.28 
18 Providing adequate power 1.34 2.11 
Hypothesis #5: There is no significant difference in important job characteristics in seeking the 
superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on (a) gender, (b) age, (c) degree 
completion, (d) respondents' years of service in education, both in teaching and administration, 
(e) shared or single school district, (f) size of school district, (g) work load, (h) location of the 
school district, and (i) future career plans. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if a significant difference existed in certain 
job characteristics among selected demographic variables. An independent t-test was employed to 
calculate and compare the mean responses when there were two groups to examine, as was the 
case for two of the variables studied; gender and type of district (single or shared). A one-way 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was applied when there were multiple levels to examine. In this 
study, an ANOVA was used to calculate and compare the mean responses for the variables of 
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age, degree completion, respondents' years of service in education (both in teaching and 
administration), size of school district, work load, location of the school district, and future career 
plans. In each case, the hypothesis was rejected if the probability level for one or more items was 
at or below the .05 level. A Scheffe procedure was conducted, post hoc, if the F ratios were 
found to be significant, to reveal where the significant difference existed. The significant job 
characteristics for the selected demographic variables are preseitted in Tables J. 1-J. 13 and 
statistics for all job characteristics measured (significant and non-significant) are displayed in 
Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendency — Gender 
An examination of Table J. 1 (see Appendix J) reveals that zero items were found to have a 
probability level of .OS or below. That is, no significant differences existed in important job 
characteristics in seeking the superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on gender. As 
a result, there was a failure to reject this part of the null hypothesis. It is important to note in the 
interpretation of these results that only 11 of the 288 respondents were female. 
Seeking the superintendency — Age 
Data presented in Table 20 show that three job characteristics were found to have a 
probability level of .05 or below. That is, significant differences existed in important job 
characteristics in seeking the superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on age. As a 
result, this part of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Significant differences existed in age categories for three job characteristics; "increasing my 
level of prestige" (F ratio of 4.02, F probability of .01), "enhanced salary, benefits" (F ratio of 
3.86, F probability of .01), and "getting paid to do something I like" (F ratio of 2.67, 
Table 20. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seeic the superintendency by age of respondent" 
Factor 
Sourcc of 
variation Df 
Significance 
(Schcff6, Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. .OS level) significance significance 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 3 
Within groups 279 
Total 282 
17.37 5.79 
401.38 1.44 
418.74 
4.02 0.01 Yes 1.08 
1.81 
35-44 
55-64 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 3 8.13 2.71 
Within groups 279 195.85 0.70 
Total 282 203.98 
3.86 0.01 Yes 2.83 
3.16 
45-54 
55-64 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 3 7.37 2.46 
Within groups 280 257.95 0.92 
Total 283 265.32 
2.67 0.05 Yes 
'0=Not important, 1 =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4-Very important. 
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F probability of .05.). For the job characteristic, "increasing my level of prestige," the 
significance occurred between age classification 35-44 years (mean =1.08) and 55-64 years 
(mean= 1.81). For the job characteristic, "enhanced salary, benefits," the significance occurred 
between age classification 45-54 years (mean=2.83) and 55-64 years (mean=3.16). For the job 
characteristic,' "getting paid to do something I like," the significance occurred at the .05 level, but 
the Scheffe test did not reveal where the differences occurred. All 15 job characteristics measured 
are provided in Table J.2 in Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendency — Degree coinpletion 
An examination of Table 21 reveals that one item was found to have a probability level of 
.05 or below. That is, a significant difference existed in an important job characteristic in seeking 
the superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on their highest degree completed. As a 
result, this part of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
A significant difference existed in degree completion categories for one job characteristic: 
"confidence in my abilities (F ratio of 3.38, F probability of .04). The Scheffe test did not reveal 
where the differences occurred. As illustrated in Table 21, no significant differences existed 
among the means of the age groups when considering all other job characteristics examined. All 
15 job characteristics measured may be viewed in Table J.3 in Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendency — Years of service in pre-K-12 teaching 
Table 22 includes the statistical data concerning the years of service (in pre-K-12 teaching) 
of the respondents to determine if any significant differences existed in the job characteristics that 
are important to them. One of the 15 items measured was found to have a probabiUty level of .05 
or below. That is, a significant difference existed in an important job characteristic in seeking the 
Table 21. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by highest degree completed" 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Confidence in my 
abilities Between groups 2 4.56 
Within groups 278 187.33 
Total 280 191.89 
3.38 0.04 Yes 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=lmportant, and 4=Very important. 
Table 22. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service (in pre-K-I2 teaching)" 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Having the opportunity 
to serve in the top 
leadership role Between groups 3 8.71 2.90 
Within groups 271 219.89 0.81 
Total 274 228.60 
3.58 0.01 Yes 3.34 
2.90 
0-5 
11-25 
'0=Not important, 1 =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Imporlant, and 4=Very important. 
105 
superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on the years of service in pre-K-12 
teaching. As a result, this part of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Results indicate that there is a significant difference in years of service in pre-K-12 teaching 
categories for one job characteristic, "having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role" 
(F ratio of 3.58, F probability of .01). The significance occurred between 0 to 5 years of teaching 
(mean=3.34) and 11 to 25 years of teaching (mean=2.90). Data for all 15 items are displayed in 
Table J.4 in Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendent — Years of service in pre-K-12 administration, not as a 
superintendent 
Data presented in Table 23 reveal that one item was found to have a probability level of .05 
or below. That is, a significant difference existed in an important job characteristic in seeking the 
superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on years of service (in pre-K-12 
administration, not as a superintendent). As a result, this pan of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Results indicate that there is a significant difference in years of service (in pre-K-12 
administration, not as a superintendent) categories for one job characteristic, "enhanced salary, 
benefits" (F ratio of 3.70, F probability of .01). The significance occurred between 0 to 5 years 
of service (mean=3.15) and 11 to 25 years of service (mean=2.73). Data for all 15 items are 
displayed in Table J.5 in Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendency — Years of service outside of Iowa 
Data presented in Table 24 show that one item was found to have a probability level of .05 
or below. That is, a significant difference existed in an important job characteristic in seeidng the 
Table 23. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service (in pre-K-12 administration, not as a 
superintendent)' 
Source of Means of LocaCion of 
Factor variation Df SS MS P ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 3 7.62 2.54 3.70 0.01 Yes 3.15 0-5 
Within groups 272 186.77 0.69 2.73 11-25 
Total 275 194.39 
*0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=lmporlant, and4=Very important. 
Table 24. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service {outside of Iowa)" 
Source of Means of Location of 
Factor variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 3 
Within groups 183 
Total 186 
8.44 2.81 2.87 0.04 Yes 
179.57 0.98 
188.01 
*0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
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superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on the years of service (in a 
superintendency outside of Iowa). As a result, this pan of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Results indicate that there is a significant difference in years of service (in a 
superintendency outside of Iowa) categories for one job characteristic, "getting paid to do 
something I like" (F ratio of 2.87, F probability of .04). The Scheffe test did not reveal where the 
differences occurred. Data for all IS items are displayed in Table J.6 in Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendency — Years of service in Iowa 
An examination of Table 25 reveals that four items were found to have a probability level 
of .05 or below. Significant differences existed in years of service (in a superintendency in Iowa) 
categories for four job characteristics: "having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role" 
(F ratio of 3.68, F probability of .01), "having the opportunity to work with a variety of people" 
(F ratio of 3.37, F probability of .02), "increasing my level of power" (F ratio of 3.23, F 
probability of .02), and "getting paid to do something I like" (F ratio of 2.62, F probability of 
.05). 
For the job characteristic, "having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role," the 
significance occurred between 6 to 10 years (mean=2.90) and 11 to 25 years (mean=3.39). For 
the remaining three items that were significant, the Scheffe test did not reveal where the 
differences occurred. Data for all 15 items are displayed in Table J.7 in Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendency — Years of service in current position 
An examination of Table 26 reveals that one of the 15 items was found to have a probability 
level of .05 or below. That is, a significant difference existed in an important job characteristic in 
Table 25. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service {in Iowa)* 
Source of Means of Location of 
Factor variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Having the opportunity 
to serve in top role Between groups 
Within groups 
Having the opportunity 
to work with variety 
of people 
Total 
Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
274 
277 
3 
273 
276 
9.21 
228.43 
237.64 
8.10 
218.93 
227.03 
3.07 
0.83 
2.70 
0.80 
3.68 0.01 Yes 2.90 
3.39 
6-10 
11-25 
3.37 0.02 Yes 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 3 12.15 4.05 
Within groups 274 343.39 1.25 
Total 277 355.54 
3.23 0.02 Yes 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 3 7.48 2.49 
Within groups 275 261.84 0.95 
Total 278 269.32 
2.62 0.05 Yes 
'0=Not important, 1 =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
Table 26. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service (in current position)' 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS 
Means of Location of 
F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Having the opportunity 
to work with a 
variety of people Between groups 3 7.76 2.59 
Within groups 276 224.01 0.81 
Total 279 231.77 
3.19 0.02 Yes 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somcwhal important, 3=Important, and4=Very important. 
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seeking the superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on their years of service (in 
current position). As a result, this part of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Results indicate that there is a significant difference in years of service (in current position) 
categories for one job characteristic, "having the opportunity to work with a variety of people" (F 
ratio of 3.19, F probability of .02). The Scheffe test did not reveal where the differences 
o c c u r r e d .  D a t a  f o r  a l l  1 5  i t e m s  a r e  d i s p l a y e d  i n  T a b l e  J . 8  i n  A p p e n d i x  J .  
Seeking the superintendency — Shared or single school district 
An examination of Table J.9 (see Appendix J) reveals that no items were found to have a 
probability level of .05 or below. That is, no significant differences existed in important job 
characteristics in seeking the superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on whether 
they serve in a shared or single district. As a result, there was a failure to reject this part of the 
null hypothesis. It is important to note in the interpretation of these results that only 17 of the 288 
respondents served in shared districts. 
Seeking the superintendency — Size of school district 
Table 27 includes the statistical data concerning the size of school district(s) in which the 
respondents serve to determine if any significant differences existed in the job characteristics that 
are important to them. Four items were found to have a probability level of .05 or below. That is, 
a significant difference existed in an important job characteristic in seeking the superintendency 
among superintendents in Iowa based on size of the school district. As a result, this part of the 
null hypothesis was rejected. 
Results indicate that there are significant differences in size of district for four of the 15 job 
characteristics: "having the opportunity to work with a variety of people" (F ratio of 2.75, 
Table 27. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by size of district" 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS 
Means of Location of 
F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Having the opportunity 
to work with a 
variety of people Between groups 6 
Within groups 278 
Total 284 
13.14 2,19 
221.44 0.80 
234.58 
2.75 0.01 Yes 2.71 
3.55 
2.75 
3.55 
400-599 
2500-7499 
1000-2499 
2500-7499 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Having the opportunity 
to serve in top role Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
6 
280 
286 
6 
279 
285 
13.30 
265.91 
249.21 
11.65 
230.59 
242.24 
2.22 
0.84 
1.94 
0.83 
2.63 0.02 Yes 
2.35 0.03 Yes 
Being prepared for 
the opportunity Between groups 6 10.35 1.72 
Within groups 279 226.80 0.81 
Total 285 237.15 
2.12 0.05 Yes 
'0=Not important, 1 =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
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F probability of .01), "intellectual stimulation" (F ratio of 2.63, F probability of .02), "having the 
opportimity to serve in the top leadership role" (F ratio of 2.35, F probability of .03), and "being 
prepared for the opportunity" (F ratio of 2.12, F probability of .05). For the characteristic, 
"having the opportunity to work with a variety of people," the significance occurred between 
districts with 400-599 students (mean=2.71) and districts with 2500-7499 students (mean=3.55). 
In addition, there was a significant difference in districts with the size of 1000-2499 students 
(mean=2.75) and 2500-7499 students (mean=3.55). For the remaining characteristics found to 
be significant, the Scheffe test did not reveal where the differences occurred. Data for all 15 items 
are displayed in Table J. 10 in Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendency — Work load 
Portrayed in Table 28 is the data analysis that reveals that one of the 18 items was found to 
have a probability level of .05 or below. That is, a significant difference existed in an important 
job characteristic in remaining a superintendent in Iowa based on his or her work load. As a 
result, this pan of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Results indicate that there is a significant difference in work load for one job characteristic: 
"encouragement, support from others" (F ratio of 4.74, F probability of .01). The significance 
occurred between fiill-time superintendents (mean=2.79) and full-time combination jobs 
(superintendent and principal) (mean=3.47). Data for all 15 items are displayed in Table J. 11 in 
Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendency — Location of school district 
An examination of Table 29 reveals that one of the 15 items was found to have a probability 
level of .05 or below. That is, a significant difference existed in an important job characteristic in 
Table 28. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by work load of respondent' 
Source of Means of Location of 
Factor variation Df SS MS P ratio P prob. Significance significance significance 
Encouragement, 
support from 
others Between groups 2 9.05 4.52 4.74 0.01 Yes 2.79 Full-time 
supt. 
Within groups 280 266.81 0.95 
Total 282 275.86 3.47 Full-time 
combination 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and4=Very important. 
Table 29. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by location of school district' 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 14 30.51 2.18 
Within groups 267 339.63 1.27 
Total 281 370.15 
1.71 .05 Yes 
*0=Not important, l=SIightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=lmportant, and 4=Very important. 
116 
seeking the superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on the location of school 
district. As a result, this part of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Results indicate that there is a significant difference in the location of the school district for 
one job characteristic, "increasing iny level of power" (F ratio of 1.71, F probability of .05). The 
Scheffe test did not reveal where the difference occurred. Data for all 15 items are displayed in 
Table J. 12 in Appendix J. 
Seeking the superintendency — Future career frians 
Table 30 shows three items to have a probability level of .05 or below when comparing 
respondents by future career plans. As a result, this pan of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 30. Comparison of mean responses to seek the superintendency by career plans 
(independent t-test)* 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Having the opportunity to work with 
a variety of people 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
136 2.85 0.80 0.46 0.01 
148 2.80 0.99 
Increasing my level of power 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
135 0.98 
150 1.28 
1.08 -2.24 0.04 
1.20 
Confldence in my abilities 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
135 3.16 0.70 0.83 0.05 
148 3.08 0.93 
*0=Not important, l=slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Iii^)ortant, and 
4=Very important. 
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A difference existed between superintendents who intend to be serving in Iowa in five years 
and those who do not (i.e., serving outside of Iowa, retired, engaged in another career, or 
"other") for three job characteristics, "having the opportunity to work with a variety of people, 
(p = .01), "increasing inx level of power" (p=.04), and "confidence in my abilities" (p=.05). 
For the item dealing with having the opportunity to work with a variety of people, 
superintendents who intend to be serving in Iowa indicated a higher level of importance 
(mean=2.8S) than those who do not plan to work as an Iowa superintendent in five years 
(mean=2.80). Increasing their level of power was more in^rtant to the individuals who do not 
plan to serve in Iowa (mean=0.98) than to those who do (mean= 1.28). A significant difference 
was also found for the job characteristic of confidence in their abilities, where those who plan to 
continue serving in Iowa (mean=3.16) rated it higher than those who do not (mean=3.08). Data 
for all 15 items are displayed in Table J. 13 in Appendix J. 
Hypothesis 06: There is no significant difference in important job characteristics in remaining a 
superintendent among superintendents in Iowa based on (a) gender, (b) age, (c) degree 
completion, (d) respondents' years of service in education, both in teaching and administration, 
(e) shared or single school district, (f) size of school district, (g) work load, (h) location of the 
school district, and (i) future career plans. 
Remaining in the superintendency — Gender 
Utilizing an independent t-test, the mean responses based on gender were calculated and 
compared. Table J. 14 (see Appendix J) displays the results, showing that no items were found to 
have a probability level of .05 or below. That is, no significant differences existed in important 
job characteristics in remaining in the superintendency among superintendents in Iowa based on 
gender. As a result, there was a failure to reject this part of the null hypothesis. It is important to 
note that only 11 of the 288 respondents were female. 
118 
Remaining in the superintendency — Age 
To analyze the differences, an ANOVA was run on the mean of each job characteristic with 
age as the treatment variable. A Scheffe procedure was conducted, post hoc, if the F ratios were 
found to be significant, to show where the significant difference existed. 
Demonstrated in Table 31 are the results concerning the age of the respondents. The data 
reveal that one of the 18 items was found to have a probability level of .05 or below. That is, 
sigiiificant differences existed in important job characteristics in remaining a superintendent 
among superintendents in Iowa based on age. As a result, this part of the null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
A significant difference existed in age categories for one job characteristic, "meeting needs 
of my family situation" (F ratio of 2.87, F probability of.04). The significance occurred between 
persons 35-44 years (mean=3.33) and 55-64 years (mean=2.78). Data for ail 18 items are 
displayed in Table J. 15 in Appendix J. 
Remaining in the superintendency — Degree completion 
Table 32 illustrates that two of the 18 items were found to have a probability level of .05 or 
below. This means that a significant difference existed in important job characteristics in 
remaining a superintendent in Iowa based on the highest degree completed. As a result, this part 
of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
There are significant differences in degree categories for two job characteristics: "raising 
the quality of public education" (F ratio of 4.35, F probability of.Ol), and "having the capacity to 
deal with issues and people" (F ratio of 4.00, F probability of .02). For the job characteristic, 
"raising the quality of public education," the significance occurred between the degrees of 
Specialist (mean=3.31) and Ed.D. or Ph.D. (mean=3.56). For the job characteristic, "having the 
Table 31. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by age of respondent* 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Meeting needs of 
my family situation Between groups 3 8.44 2.81 
Within groups 280 274.42 .98 
Total 283 282.86 
2.87 .04 Yes 3.33 
2.78 
35-44 
55-64 
'0=Not important, 1 =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
Table 32. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by highest degree completed" 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS 
Means of Location of 
F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Raising the quality 
of public education Between groups 2 
Within groups 281 
Total 283 
3.46 1.73 4.35 
111.84 0.40 
115.30 
0.01 Yes 3.31 
3.56 
Specialist 
Ed.D. or 
Ph.D. 
Having the capacity 
to deal with issues 
and people Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
2 
280 
3.73 
130.36 
282 134.09 
1.86 
0.47 
4.00 0.02 Yes 3.23 
3.48 
Specialist 
^.D. or 
Ph.D. 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
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capacity to deal with issues and people," the significance occurred between the degrees of 
Specialist (mean=3.23) and Ed.D. or Ph.D. (mean=3.48). Data for all 18 items are displayed in 
Table J. 16 in Appendix J. 
Remaining in the superintendency — Years of service in pre-K-12 teaching 
An examination of Table 33 reveals the statistical data concerning the years of service (in 
pre-K-12 teaching) of the respondents to determine if any significant differences existed in the job 
characteristics that are important in remaining a superintendent. Five of the 18 items were found 
to have a probability level of .05 or below, meaning that a significant difference existed in 
important job characteristics in remaining a superintendent in Iowa based on the years of service 
in pre-K-12 teaching. As a result, this pan of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
As verified in Table 33, there are significant differences in years of service (in pre-K-12 
teaching) categories for five job characteristics. First, "receiving support from the Board of 
Education" (F ratio of 6.05, F probability of .00 ). The significance occurred between 0 to 5 
years of teaching (mean=3.34) and 6 to 10 years of teaching (mean=3.36). There was also a 
significant difference in this characteristic between 11 to 25 years of teaching (mean=3.48) and 
25 and over years of teaching (mean=0.00). This difference must be viewed with caution as only 
one respondent was coded for the 25 years and over category. In addition, a significant difference 
was found in the item, "believing that tenure is necessary to make change" (F ratio of 2.81, F 
probability of .04 ). The significance occurred between 6 to 10 years of teaching (mean=2.57) 
and 25 and over years of teaching (mean=2.00). 
Significant differences were also found in the job characteristics of "meeting needs of my 
family simation" (F ratio of 3.92, F probability of .01), "receiving adequate pay, benefits" (F 
ratio of 3.81, F probability of .01), and "maintaining balance between personal and professional 
Table 33. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by years of service (in pre-K-12 teaching)" 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Receiving support 
from Board Between groups 3 
Within groups 272 
Total 275 
12.26 4.09 
183.78 0.68 
196.04 
6.05 0.00 Yes 3.34 
3.36 
3.48 
0-5 
6-10 
11-25 
25 + 
Meeting needs of 
family Between groups 3 
Within groups 272 
Total 275 
10.99 3.66 
254.30 0.93 
265.29 
3.92 O.Ol Yes 
Receiving adequate 
pay/beneFits Between groups 3 7.08 2.36 
Within groups 272 168.40 0.62 
Total 275 175.48 
3.81 0.01 Yes 
Believing that tenure is 
necessary for change Between groups 3 12.83 4.28 
Within groups 272 414.38 1.52 
Total 275 427.20 
2.81 0.04 Yes 2.57 
2.00" 
6-10 
25 + 
Maintaining balance in 
personal/prof, life Between groups 3 
Within groups 271 
Total 274 
7.57 2.52 
250.78 0.93 
258.35 
2.73 0.04 Yes 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
"Only one respondent was coded for 25+ years. 
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life" (F ratio of 2.73, F probability of .04). The Scheffe test did not reveal the location of the 
differences. Table J. 17 in Appendix J illustrates the statistical results of the remaining items. 
Remaining in the superintendency — Years of service in pre-K-12 administration, not as a 
superintendent 
Table J. 18 (see Appendix J) portrays the statistical data concerning the years of service (in 
pre-K-I2 administration, not as a superintendent) of the respondents to determine if any 
significant differences existed in the job characteristics that are important in remaining a 
superintendent. No items revealed a probability level of .05 or below, so no significant 
differences existed among the respondents in motivational characteristics to remain in the 
superintendency based on their years of service as a pre-K-12 administrator (not a 
superintendent.) As a result, there was a failure to reject this part of the null hypothesis. 
Remaining in the superintendency — Years of service in a superintendency outside of Iowa 
Data presented in Table 34 show that one of the 18 items yielded a probability level of .05 
or below, meaning that a significant difference existed in an in^)ortant job characteristic in 
remaining a superintendent in Iowa based on the years of service (in a superintendency outside of 
Iowa). As a result, this part of the null hypKsthesis was rejected. 
A significant difference occurred for one job characteristic: "believing that tenure is 
necessary to make change" (F ratio of 4.86, F probability of .00). The significance occurred 
between 0 to 5 years of service (mean=2.43) and 11 to 25 years of service (mean=.90). There 
was also a significant difference in this characteristic between 6 to 10 years of service 
(mean=2.67) and 11 to 25 years of service (mean=.90). Data for all 18 items are displayed in 
Table J. 19 in Appendix J. 
Table 34. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by years of service (in a superintendency outside of Iowa)" 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS P ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Believing that tenure 
is necessary to 
make change Between groups 3 23.71 7.90 
Within groups 183 297.83 1.63 
Total 186 321.54 
4.86 0.00 Yes 2.43 
.90 
2.67 
0-5 
11-25 
6-10 
'0=Not important, 1 =Slighlly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Importanl, and 4=Very important. 
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Remaining in the superintendency - Years of service in a superintendency in Iowa 
Inspection of Table J.20 (see Appendix J) reveals the statistical data concerning the years of 
service (in a superintendency in Iowa) of the respondents to determine if any significant 
differences existed in the job characteristics that are important in remaining a superintendent. 
Results indicate that there were no significant differences among the respondents in motivational 
characteristics to remain a superintendent based on their years of service (in superintendency in 
Iowa). As a result, there was a failure to reject this part of the null hypothesis. 
Remaining in the superintendency — Years of service in current position 
Table J.21 (see Appendix J) synthesizes the statistical data collected regarding the years of 
service (in current position) of the respondents to determine if any significant differences existed 
in the job characteristics that are important in remaining a superintendent. There were no 
significant differences among the respondents in motivational characteristics to remain in the 
superintendency based on the years of service (in current position). As a result, there was a 
failure to reject this part of the null hypothesis. 
Remaining in the superintendency — Shared or single school district 
An inspection of Table J.22 (see Appendix J) verifies that no items were found to have a 
probability level of .05 or below. That is, no significant differences existed in important job 
characteristics in remaining a superintendent in Iowa based on service in a shared or single 
district. As a result, there was a failure to reject this part of the null hypothesis. Note that only 17 
of the 288 respondents served in shared districts. 
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Remaining in the superintaidency — Size of school district 
Table 35 illuminates the statistical data concerning the size of school district(s) in which the 
respondents serve to determine if any significant differences existed in the job characteristics that 
are important to them in remaining a superintendent. Four of the 18 items yielded a probability 
level of .05 or below, meaning that a significant difference existed in important job characteristics 
in remaining a superintendent in Iowa based on the size of the school district. As a result, this 
part of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Results point to significant differences in size of district for four job characteristics. For the 
item, "meeting the challenge of attacks on public education" (F ratio of 2.82, F probability of 
.01), the significance occurred between districts with 250-399 students (mean=2.13) and districts 
with 7500 or more students (mean=3.63). Differences were also found in the job characteristics 
of "having the capacity to deal with issues and people" (F ratio of 2.90, F probability of .01), 
"raising the quality of public education" (F ratio of 2.38, F probability of .03), and "providing 
adequate power" (F ratio of 2.27, F probability of .04). The Scheffe test did not reveal the 
location of the differences. Data for all 18 items are displayed in Table J.23 in Appendix J. 
Remaining in the superintendency — Work load 
Table J.24 (see Appendix J) shows the data concerning the work: load of the respondents to 
determine if any significant differences existed in the job characteristics that are important in 
remaining a superintendent. Results indicate that there were no significant differences among the 
respondents in motivational characteristics to remain in the superintendency based on their work 
load. As a result, there was a failure to reject the null hypothesis. 
Table 35. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by size of sciiool district' 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Signiflcance significance significance 
Meeting the challenge 
of attacks on public 
education Between groups 6 17.66 2.94 
Within groups 280 291.71 1.04 
Total 286 309.37 
2.82 0.01 Yes 2.13 
3.63 
250-399 
7500+ 
Having the capacity 
to deal with issues 
and people Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Raising the quality 
of public education Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
6 
279 
285 
6 
280 
286 
8.01 
128.40 
136.41 
5.64 
110.50 
116.14 
1.33 
0.46 
0.94 
0.39 
2.90 0.01 Yes 
2.38 0.03 Yes 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 6 16.03 2.67 
Within groups 278 326.88 1.18 
Total 284 342.91 
2.27 0.04 Yes 
*0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and4=Very important. 
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Remaining in the superintendent — Location of school district 
An examination of Table 36 indicates that the statistical data concerning the location of 
school district of the respondents to determine if any significant differences existed in the job 
characteristics that are important in remaining a superintendent. Results indicate that there was a 
significant difference among respondents for one job characteristic based on the location of the 
school district, so the null hypothesis was rejected. The job characteristic revealing the difference 
was "receiving adequate pay, benefits" (F ratio of 1.70, F probability of .05). The Scheffe test 
did not reveal where the differences occurred. Statistical results for all 18 items are shown in 
Table J.25 in Appendix J. 
Remaining in the superintendency — Future career plans 
As shown in Table 37, three items were found to have a probability level of .05 or below. 
That is, significant differences existed in three important job characteristics in remaining in the 
superintendency among superintendeius in Iowa based on their future career plans. As a result, 
this part of the null hypothesis was rejected. 
A difference existed between superintendents who intend to be serving in Iowa in five years 
and those who do not {i.e., serving as a superintendent outside of Iowa, retired, engaged in 
another career, or "other"). Results indicate that there is a significant difference in future career 
plans for four job characteristics, "fiilfilling my aspirations, feeling my work is personally 
meaningfiir (p=.00), "having the capacity to deal with issues and people" (p = .01), "having an 
opportunity to mentor younger administrators" (p=.01), and "meeting needs of my family 
situation" (p=.03). 
Fulfilling their aspirations and feeling that work is personally meaningful was more 
important to the superintendents who intend to be serving in Iowa (mean=3.41) than those who 
Table 36. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by location of school district" 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Receiving adequate 
pay, beneHts Between groups 14 15.75 
Within groups 268 177.08 
Total 282 192.83 
1.13 1.770 .05 
.66 
Yes 
'0=Not important, I =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
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do not plan to work as an Iowa superintendent in five years (mean=3.39). A significant 
difference was also found for the job characteristic of "having the capacity to deal with issues and 
people" whereby those who plan to continue serving as Iowa superintendents (mean=3.34) rated 
it higher than those who do not intend to work in this role in Iowa in five years (niean=3.29). 
Having an opportunity to mentor younger administrators was found to be more important to those 
planning to stay in Iowa (mean=2.57) than those who do not (mean=2.40). For the item dealing 
with meeting needs of their family situations, results showed that it was more important to the 
individuals who do plan to serve as Iowa superintendents in five years (mean=3.04) than to those 
Table 37. Comparison of mean responses to remain a superintendent by career plans 
(independent t-test)* 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Fulfilling my aspirations, feeling my work 
is personally meaningful 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.41 0.60 0.23 0.00 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 3.39 0.78 
Having the capacity to deal with issues 
and people 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.34 0.60 0.62 0.01 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 149 3.29 0.77 
Having an opportunity to mentor 
younger administrators 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 2.57 0.98 1.37 0.01 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 2.40 1.16 
Meeting needs of my family situation 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.04 0.93 1.62 0.03 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 2.85 1.05 
*0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 
4=Very important. 
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who do not intend to continue leading schools in our state (mean=2.8S). Data for all 18 items are 
displayed in Table J.26 in Appendix J. 
Hypothesis ^ 7: There is no signifiamt relationship between influential Job characteristics in 
seeidng the superintendency and Herzberg's motivational theory. 
Factor analysis 
A factor analysis was conducted on the 15 job characteristic items, utilizing the PC 
extraction technique and varimax rotation from the SPSS statistical program, and employing 
standardized statistical stops. As presented in Table 38, the 15 items converged into four factors: 
Table 38. Factor analysis results on motivation to become a superintendent 
Item no. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
9 0.67' -0.11 -0.26 -0.06 
4 o.6r -0.45 0.13 0.02 
11 0.60" 0.23 -0.04 -0.18 
15 0.57* -0.33 -0.17 -0.18 
5 0.56' -0.38 0.45 -0.12 
10 0.55' 0.02 0.30 -0.30 
8 0.52' 0.26 -0.22 0.25 
12 0.49' 0.14 -0.47 -0.32 
6 C.SC 0.24 -0.17 0.01 
13 0.42 0.70* 0.28 -0.13 
14 0.36 0.67' 0.35 -0.29 
7 0.19 0.66' -0.10 0.24 
2 0.54' -0.33 0.57* 0.05 
3 0.43' -0.04 -0.19 0.66' 
1 0.53' 0.00 0.13 0.55' 
'Items loading on factors. 
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1) service, 2) status, 3) impact future, and 4) confidence. Factors were created by including items 
with a loading of .50 or greater. One exception is the inclusion of item six in Factor 1 
("encouragement, support from others") with a loading of .30. This item was included in Factor 1 
for two reasons: first, the loading of .30 with Factor 1 was greater than the loading with the other 
factors (.24, - .17, and .01), and second, the content of the item connected more closely with the 
other items in Factor 1 than the other three factors. 
Item statements from the instrument that correspond to the item numbers referenced in 
Table 38 are presented in Table 39. The items that loaded together on the factor analysis, and 
Table 39. Factor categories on motivation to become a superintendent 
Major 
categories Item no. Item statements 
Factor 1: 
Service 9 Intellectual stimulation 
4 Desire to serve all learners in my conununity 
11 Having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role 
15 Feeling a responsibility to "give something back" 
5 Desire to make significant changes to schools to improve them 
10 Having the opportunity to be competitive, challenged 
8 Getting paid to do something I like 
12 Having the opportunity to work with a variety of people 
6 Encouragement, support from others 
Factor 2: 
Status 13 Increasing my level of prestige 
14 Increasing my level of power 
7 Enhanced salary, benefits 
Factor 3: 
Impact future 2 Desire to shape the fiiture 
Factor 4: 
Confidence 3 Being prepared for the opportunity 
1 Confidence in my abilities 
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thus shared some common characteristics, are presented in four categories: 1) service, 2) status, 
3) impact future, and 4) confidence. 
Reliability analyses 
The SPSS statistical program was used to obtain the reliability on the motivation to serve as 
superintendent items. Method Two (covariance matrix) was employed for the analysis. Inter-item 
correlations and coefficient alphas were derived from the analysis and are presented in Table 40. 
All four factors yielded coefficient alphas with high correlations (service= .74, status=.72, 
impact future = .72, and confidence=.64). 
Summary of results 
Results from the factor analysis support Herzberg's Motivation Hygiene Theory. Factors 1, 
3, and 4 (service, impact future, and confidence) correspond to the motivators, or the internal 
Table 40. Reliability information on motivation to become a superintendent factors 
Number of Number of Inter-item Coefficient 
Factors cases items correlation alpha 
Factor 1: 
Service 277 9 0.24 0.74 
Factor 2: 
Status 285 3 0.45 0.72 
Factor 3: 
Impact future 285 1 0.45 0.72 
Factor 4; 
Confidence 284 2 0.47 0.64 
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aspects to the job. These factors involve factors inherent in Herzberg's theory such as 
achievement, recognition, and the work itself. These motivators have been found to impact job 
satisfaction. Likewise, Factor 2 (status) corresponds to the hygiene factors in Herzberg's theory, 
referring to the aspects of the job that are external, or environmental in nature. Only three of the 
15 items loaded as hygienes: increasing my level of prestige, increasing my level of power, and 
enhanced salary, benefits. As a result of the observed relationship between the job characteristics 
in seeking the superintendency and Herzberg's motivational theory, the null hjrpothesis was 
rejected. 
Hypothesis ff8: There is no significant relationship between influential job characteristics in 
remaining a superintendent and Herzberg's motivational theory. 
Factor analysis 
A factor analysis was conducted on 17 job characteristic items. One item from the 18 
measured on the instrument was not included: "believing that tenure is necessary to make 
change." This item was judged to be a belief or value, not a motivator or hygiene factor per 
Herzberg's theory (see letter from Larry Frase, Appendix D). 
The factor analysis utilized the PC extraction technique and varimax rotation from the SPSS 
statistical program. The 17 items converged into four factors: 1) service, 2) status, 3) family, and 
4) Board support. 
Table 41 presents the factor pattern matrix for the motivation to remain a superintendent 
items. Factors were created by including items with a loading of .50 or greater. One exception is 
the inclusion of item nine in Factor 3 ("meeting the needs of my family situation") with a loading 
of .47. This item was included in Factor 3 for two reasons: first, the loading of .47 was greater 
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Table 41. Factor analysis results on motivation to remain a superintendent items 
Item no. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
8 0.62' -0.17 -0.21 0.13 0.05 
7 0.62* -0.17 -0.26 0.30 -0.19 
16 0.62* -0.06 0.23 -0.42 0.02 
6 0.56* -0.15 -0.20 0.31 -0.20 
15 0.56* -0.25 0.04 0.17 0.34 
4 0.56* 0.07 -0.03 -0.39 -0.43 
18 0.55* -0.08 0.21 -0.41 0.25 
1 0.55* -0.36 -0.07 0.18 0.12 
2 0.52* -0.32 -0.01 -0.00 0.26 
17 0.52* -0.27 -0.01 -0.30 0.16 
5 0.50* 0.07 -0.16 0.37 -0.18 
12 0.39 0.65* -0.49 -0.16 0.14 
13 0.38 0.64* -0.47 -0.17 0.20 
11 0.30 0.63* 0.32 0.22 -0.12 
10 0.49* 0.24 0.54* 0.17 0.16 
9 0.45* 0.44 0.47* 0.25 0.07 
3 0.47* 0.08 0.15 -0.21 -0.63* 
Items loading on factors. 
than the loading with the other factors (.45, .44, .25, and .07), and second, the content of the 
item connects more closely with the other items in Factor 3 than the other factors. 
Statements from the instrument that correspond to the item numbers referenced in Table 41 
are presented in Table 42. The items that loaded together on the factor analysis, and thus shared 
some common characteristics, are presented in four categories; 1) service, 2) status, 3) family, 
and 4) Board support. 
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Table 42. Factor categories on motivation to remain a superintendent items 
Major 
categories Item no. Item sutements 
Factor 1: 
Service 8 Feeling that work is fim and exciting 
7 Fulfilling my aspirations, feeling my work is personally meaningful 
16 Feeling a strong network with colleagues 
6 Having the capacity to deal with issues and people 
15 Wanting to see the change process succeed 
4 Feeling valued by staff, students, and commimity 
18 Having an opportunity to meiuor younger administrators 
1 Raising the quality of public education 
2 Meeting the challenge of attacks on public education 
17 Getting to work with a variety of people 
5 Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role 
Factor 2: 
Status 12 Providing adequate prestige 
13 Providing adequate power 
11 Receiving adequate pay, benefits 
Factor 3: 
Family 10 Maintaining balance between personal and professional life 
9 Meeting needs of my family situation 
Factor 4: 
Board suppon 3 Receiving support from the Board of Education 
Reliability analyses 
The SPSS statistical program was used to obtain the reliability on the motivation to remain a 
superintendent items. Method Two (covariance matrix) was utilized for the analysis. Inter-item 
correlations and coefficient alphas were derived from the analysis and are presented in Table 43. 
Three factors yielded coefficient alphas with high correlations (service=.81, status=.71, and 
family = .65). 
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Table 43. Reliability information on motivation to remain a superintendent factors 
Number of Number of Inter-item Coefficient 
Factors cases items correlation alpha 
Factor 1: 
Service 285 11 .28 .81 
Factor 2: 
Status 286 3 .43 .71 
Factor 3: 
Family 287 2 .49 .65 
Factor 4: 
Board support NA 1 NA NA 
Summary of results 
Results from the factor analysis support Herzberg's Motivation Hygiene Theory. Factor 1 
(service), containing 11 of the 17 items from the instrument, and Factor 4 (Board support), 
correspond to the motivators, or the internal aspects to the job. These factors involve factors from 
Herzberg's theory that relate to aspects of the job such as recognition, achievement, 
responsibility, and the work itself. Two of the factors correspond to the hygiene factors in 
Herzberg's theory (status and family). Those factors are associated with environmental aspects of 
the work, or the job's context. As a result of the observed relationship between the job 
characteristics in remaining a superintendent and Herzberg's motivational theory, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
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Hypothesis it9: There is no signifietuU relationship between the selection and retention of 
superintendents among motivational categories. 
Correlation coefficients were computed to identify any relationships between the factors 
formed in research questions 8 and 9. Four factors were determined for both seeking the 
superintendency and remaining in the superintendency. The motivation to seek the 
superintendency yielded one hygiene group (status) and three motivator groupings (service, 
impact future, and confidence.) The motivation to remain in the superintendency formed two 
hygiene groupings (status and family) and two motivator groups (service and Board support). 
The statistical analysis revealed a correlation between the categories. First, a summary of 
the relationships of the factors in seeking the superintendency; 
• The hygiene factor of "status" in seeking the superintendency is related to the hygiene 
factor of "status" in remaining a superintendent (correlation = .70.) 
• The motivator factor of "service" in seeking the superintendency is related to all of the 
factors in remaining a superintendent {i.e.. correlation with "family" = .20, correlation 
with "status" = .13, correlation with "Board support" = .24, and correlation with 
"service" = .37). 
• The motivator factor of "confidence" is related to all of the factors in remaining a 
superintendent (i.e., correlation with "family" = . 18, correlation with "status" = .22, 
correlation with "Board support" = .21, and correlation with "service" = .67). 
• The motivator factor of "impact future" is related to two factors in remaining a 
superintendent {i.e.. correlation with "Board support" = .15, and correlation with 
"service" = .37). 
An examination of the factors formed among the job characteristics in remaining a 
superintendent revealed the following relationships; 
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• The hygiene factor of "family" is related to two motivator factors in seeking the 
superintendency {i.e., correlation with "service" = .20, and correlation with 
"confidence" = .18). 
• The hygiene factor of "status" is related to the hygiene factor of "status" (correlation = 
.70) and two motivator factors (i.e., correlation with "service" = .13 and correlation 
with "confidence" = .22). 
• The motivator factor of "Board support" is related to three motivator factors in seeking 
the superintendency (i.e., correlation with "service" = .24, correlation with 
"confidence" = .21, and correlation with "impact future" is .15). 
Table 44. Correlation coefficients of motivational categories in seeking and remaining in the 
superintendency (N=288) 
Factors: Seeking the superintendencv 
Status Service Confidence Impact future 
(H) (M) (M) (M) 
Factors: 
Remain 
serving 
in the 
superintendency 
Family (H)* 
r 
P 
Status (H) 
Board support (M) 
r 
P 
Service (M) 
r 
P 
.09 
.11 
.70 
.00 
.00 
.98 
.11 
.06 
.20 
.00 
.13 
.03 
.24 
.00 
.37 
.00 
.18 
.00 
.22 
.00 
.21 
.00 
.67 
.00 
.11 
.07 
.01 
.83 
.15 
.01 
.37 
.00 
Hygiene factor; M=Motivator factor; r=Correlation; p=Probability. 
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• The motivator factor of "service" is related to the three motivator factors in seeking the 
superintendency (i.e.. correlation with "service" = .37, correlation with "confidence" 
= .67, and correlation with "impact future" is .37). 
Summary 
Chapter IV presented the findings of the study. First, the general characteristics of the 
respondents were described. Second, the statistical treatment of the data was offered relating to 
the nine research questions. The next chapter will summarize and disciiss these findings. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Across America, we are turning to educators 
who feel chronically overpressured and underthanked 
and are asking them to change 
to do more and to do it differently and better— 
quickly. 
—Evans (1996, p. 257) 
Chapter V presents a summaiy of the research study, including the problem examined, the 
methodology utilized, and the major findings. In addition, conclusions are offered based on the 
initial research questions. Limitations of the study are described so that the reader may better 
understand and interpret the results. A discussion of results follows to propose reasons for the key 
findings. Finally, recommendations for practice and further research are suggested. 
Summary 
Because of the pending school leadership shortage in the state of Iowa, this study was 
designed to examine factors that motivate individuals to choose to serve and remain serving in the 
top leadership role in public school districts. Questionnaires were mailed to 300 public school 
superintendents in Iowa in the fall of 1999 and 96 percent responded. A simmiary of the problem, 
methodology, and findings follow. 
Problem 
The problem of this investigation was the shortage of people motivated to enter the 
superintendency and remain in service in Iowa public schools. The smdy sought to identify job 
characteristics that are perceived as contributing to the motivation to serve and remain as public 
school superintendents in Iowa, the extent to which the practicing superintendents feel they are 
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able to actualize the job characteristics in their current roles, and the relationship of the results to 
Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory, h also considered differences among the demographic 
variables of gender, age, degree con^letion, respondents' years of service in education (both in 
teaching and administration), shared or single school district, size of school district, work load, 
location of the school district, and fiiture career plans. 
To address the problem, this study was guided by the following research questions; 
1. What job characteristics are most importam in motivating an individual to seek the 
superintendency in Iowa public schools? 
2. What job characteristics are most important in motivating an individual to remain a 
public school superintendent in Iowa? 
3. To what extent do practicing superintendents feel they are able to actualize the job 
characteristics in their current positions? 
4. How do the actual performances of superintendents align with their identification of 
important job characteristics? 
5. How do important job characteristics in seeking the superintendency differ among 
superintendents in Iowa based on gender, age, degree completion, respondents' years of 
service in education (both in teaching and administration), shared or single school 
district, size of school district, work load, location of the school district, and future 
career plans? 
6. How do important job characteristics in remaining a superifuendent differ among 
superintendents in Iowa based on gender, age, degree completion, respondents' years of 
service in education (both in teaching and administration), shared or single school 
district, size of school district, work load, location of the school district, and future 
career plans? 
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7. Do the influential job characteristics in seeking the superintendency support the 
motivational theory of Herzberg? 
8. Do the influential job characteristics in remaining a superiraendera support the 
motivational theory of Herzberg? 
9. Do the selection and retention of the superintendency differ in motivational category? 
Methodology 
This smdy was grounded in a nonexperimental descriptive design using siurey research 
methods. The investigation included an examination of relationship, influence, and differences 
across several important factors and variables. Conducted in October and November of 1999, this 
smdy utilized the SAI/ISU Iowa Superintendency Questionnaire (Appendix A) to gather data from 
300 practicing Iowa public school superintendents. 
The instrument was developed over a three-year period of time after reviewing literature, 
meeting with Des Moines metro-area school superintendents, and collecting feedback from 
individuals knowledgeable about the topic {i.e., practicing and fonner superintendents, the 
Director of SAI, ISU faculty and doctoral smdents). The questionnaire consisted of two parts: 
Part 1 — Job Characteristics, and Part II — Demogr^hic Information. 
Part I was composed of three sections that centered on key questions relating to the 
motivation to seek a position as a superintendent in Iowa's public schools and remain serving in 
that position. The questions follow: 
1. How important was each of the following job characteristics in motivating you to seek 
the superintendency? 
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2. Now that you are a practicing superiiuendetu, how important is each of the following 
job characteristics in motivating you to remain a superintendent? To what extent do you 
feel able to actualize this factor in your current position? 
The first question was followed by IS factors, and the second question was followed by 18 
factors. A final question in Part I offered an open-ended opportunity for respondents to express 
the two or three job characteristics they do not like about serving as superintendent. While this 
question does not relate directly to the research questions, it was deemed to yield information 
important to subsequent studies of the leadership shortage in Iowa. 
Part n of the instrument requested demographic information pertaining to gender, age, 
degree completion, years of service, shared or single school district, size of school district, work 
load, location of school district, and fixture career plans. These variables were selected based on 
recommendations from Dr. Tryon, Director of SAI. It was believed that the chosen demographics 
would be most helpful to SAI in their subsequent work with and for school administrators. 
The data for the smdy were collected by the third week in November of 1999. Responses 
were entered into the Microsoft Excel program and the Statistical Program for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) at ISU for analysis. Depending on the research question asked, the statistical procedures 
utilized included descriptive statistics, independent t-tests, one-way analysis of variance, factor 
analysis, and correlations. Data were entered in tables and, when appropriate, ranked based on 
probability values to show comparisons. 
Findings 
Utilizing descriptive statistics, the means, median, and standard deviations for the 288 
responding public school superintendents were computed. The means were then used to con^>ile a 
rank order list of motivating factors, from highest to lowest, for each factor in questions 1 and 2. 
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The factors compiled were placed on a Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (not important) to 4 (very 
important) for question 1 and the first part of question 2, and from 0 (not at all) to 4 (most of the 
time) for the second part of question 2. 
A mean score of 2.75 or above identified the job factor as "important." Analysis of the data 
revealed that 12 of the 15 job characteristics measured were found to be important in motivating 
the respondents to seek the superintendency. Thirteen of the 18 job characteristics in question 2 
were found to be important for individuals to remain serving in the top leadership role. By 
contrast, only seven of the 18 job characteristics identified in question 2 were foimd to be 
"actualized" in their jobs. Only two of the 18 were aligned in terms of level of importance for the 
superintendents and extent actualized on the job. 
Independent t-tests and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were employed to 
examine if differences existed among the demographic variables for the job characteristics 
measured in questions 1 and 2. An independent t-test was used when only two groups were 
compared, such as gender. The ANOVA was utilized when more than two groups were measured 
to determine if a significant difference existed among the levels of the independent variables. An 
alpha level for determining significance on all statistical tests was .05. If F ratios were found to be 
significant, the post hoc test using the Scheffe procedure was administered to determine between 
which means the significant difference existed. 
For the job characteristics that motivate an individual to aspire to the superintendency, 
preliminary analysis of the data showed no differences based on gender or whether the district is a 
single or shared school district. Significant differences were found for at least one of the job 
characteristics in the variables of age, degree completion, years of service, size of the district, 
work load, location of the district, and future career plans. 
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There were more variables showing no significant difference for question 2, dealing with 
the job characteristics that motivate an individual to remain in the superintendency. The data 
showed no differences based on gender, years of service in pre-K-12 administration (not as a 
superintendent), years of service as a superintendent in Iowa, years of service in the current 
position, whether the district is a single or shared school district, and work load. Significant 
differences were found for at least one of the job characteristics in the variables of age, degree 
completion, years of service in pre-K-12 teaching, years of service as a superintendent outside of 
Iowa, size of the district, location of the school district, and future career plans. 
The Spearman correlation coefficient was computed to examine the first-order relationships 
between the independent and dependent variables. A factor analysis was performed to group the 
like variables through data reduction, based on the correlations. A reliability test of correlations 
was conducted to determine if the factors held together. 
The factor analysis yielded four groupings for both seeking and remaining in the 
superintendency. In seeking the superintendency, 12 of the 15 items loaded as three "motivator" 
factors (service, impact future, and confidence) and three items loaded as "hygiene" factors 
(status). For remaining in the job, two factors were "motivators" (service and Board support) and 
two factors were "hygienes" (status and family). 
A correlation test was employed to determine the relationships between the factors 
important in seeking the superintendency as compared to the factors in remaining in the job. The 
hygiene factor of "status" in seeking the superintendency is related to the factor of "status" in 
remaining a superintendent. The motivator factor of "service" in seeking the superintendency is 
related to the factors of "family," "status," and "Board support" in remaining a superintendent. 
The motivator factor of "confidence" in seeking the superintendency is related to the factors of 
"family," "status," "Board support, and "service" in remaining a superintendent. 
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Further, the hygiene factor of "family" in remaining a superintendent is related to the 
factors of "service" and "confidence" in seeking the superintendency. The hygiene factor of 
"status" in remaining a superintendent is related to the factors of "status," "service," and 
"confidence" in seeking the superintendency. The motivator factor of "Board support" in 
remaining a superintendent is related to the factors of "service," "confidence," and "impact 
future" in seeking the superintendency. Finally, the motivator factor of "service" in remaining a 
superintendent is related to the factors of "service," "confidence," and "impact fiiture" in seeking 
the superintendency. 
Conclusions 
The findings of this smdy suggest the job characteristics that are important in motivating 
individuals to pursue superintendency positions and to remain serving over time. The findings 
also seem to indicate some differences among demographic variables in terms of job 
characteristics that are most important. Results also appear to p>oint to a relationship between the 
findings of this smdy and Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. Considering the results of this 
investigation, the following conclusions appear warranted. 
Job characteristics that are important in seeking the superintendency 
1. Twelve of the 15 job characteristics examined were found to be important. As a result, the 
null hypothesis was rejected. 
2. Iowa public school superintendents seem to consider the following job characteristics to be 
important in motivating them to become superintendents (in order of importance). The letter 
following each characteristic designates it as either a motivator (M) or hygiene (H), per 
Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. 
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• Desire to make significant changes to schools to improve them (M: work itself). 
• Desire to shape the future (M; work itself). 
• Having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role (M: advancement). 
• Confidence in my abilities (M: achievement). 
• Desire to serve all learners in my community (M: work itself). 
• Having the opportunity to be competitive, challenged (M: achievement). 
• Enhanced salary, benefits (H: salary). 
• Being prepared for the opportunity (M: achievement). 
• Intellectual stimulation (M: achievement). 
• Having the opportunity to work with a variety of people (H: interpersonal relations). 
• Encouragement, support from others (M: recognition). 
• Getting paid to do something I like (M; work itself). 
3. Three job characteristics are not considered to be important in motivating individuals to aspire 
to the role of school superintendent: 
• Feeling a responsibility to 'give something back' (M: responsibility). 
• Increasing my level of prestige (H: status). 
• Increasing my level of power (H: status). 
4. Of the 15 job characteristics measured, 11 are motivators and four are hygienes per 
Herzberg's theory. The two items considered least important to the superintendents are both 
hygienes. 
Job characteristics that are important in remaining in the superintendency 
1. Thirteen of the 18 job characteristics measured were found to be important. As a result, the 
null hypothesis was rejected. 
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2. Iowa public school superintendents appear to consider the following job characteristics 
important in motivating them to remain serving as superintendents (in order of importance). 
The letter following each characteristic designates it as either a motivator (M) or hygiene (H), 
per Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. 
• Raising the quality of public education (M: work itself). 
• Fulfilling my aspirations, feeling my work is personally meaningful (M: work itselO-
• Receiving support from the Board of Education (M: recognition). 
• Having the capacity to deal with issues and people (M: achievement). 
• Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role (M: responsibility). 
• Wanting to see the change process succeed (M: achievement). 
• Feeling valued by staff, students, and community (M: recognition). 
• Feeling that work is fun and exciting (M: work itself). 
• Receiving adequate pay, benefits (H: salary). 
• Meeting needs of my family situation (H: factors in personal life). 
• Feeling a strong network with colleagues (H; interpersonal relations-peers). 
• Maintaining balance between personal and professional life (H: factors in personal life). 
• Getting to work with a variety of people (M: work itself). 
3. Five job characteristics are not considered to be important in motivating individuals to remain 
in the role of school superintendent: 
• Meeting the challenge of attacks on public education (M: achievement). 
• Having an opportunity to mentor younger administrators (M: recognition). 
• Believing that tenure is necessary to make change (belief/value statement). 
• Providing adequate prestige (H: status). 
• Providing adequate power (H: status). 
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4. Of the 18 job characteristics measured, 11 are motivators, six are hygienes, and one is 
considered to be a belief/value statement. The two least important job characteristics are 
hygienes. 
Job characteristics that are actualized in the job 
1. Less than half (seven of 18) of the job characteristics were ones that the Iowa public school 
superintendents were able to actualize in their jobs. As a restilt, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
2. The job characteristics that the responding Iowa superintendents appear to realize in their jobs 
follow (in order of importance): 
• Receiving suppon from the Board of Education (M; recognition). 
• Having the capacity to deal with issues and people (M: achievement). 
• Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role (M: responsibility). 
• Fulfilling my aspirations, feeling my work is personally meaningfiil (M: work itself). 
• Getting to work with a variety of people (M: work itself). 
• Feeling valued by staff, students, and community (M: recognition). 
• Feeling a strong network with colleagues (H: interpersonal relations-peers). 
3. Eleven of the 18 job characteristics appear to be actualized to a slight extent. Those 
characteristics include: 
• Wanting to see the change process succeed (M: achievement). 
• Raising the quality of public education (M; work itself). 
• Meeting needs of my family situation (H: factors in personal life). 
• Feeling that work is fim and exciting (M: work itself). 
• Receiving adequate pay, benefits (H: salary). 
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• Providing adequate prestige (H: status). 
• Believing that tenure is necessary to make change (value/belief statement). 
• Meeting the challenge of attacks on public education (M: achievement). 
• Providing adequate power (H: status). 
• Having an opportunity to mentor younger administrators (M: recognition). 
• Maintaining balance between personal and professional life (H: factors in personal life). 
4. Of the 18 job characteristics measured, 11 are motivators, six are hygienes, and one is 
considered to be a belief/value sutement. Six of the seven job characteristics that appear to be 
actualized are motivators. Five of the 11 characteristics that are not actualized on the job are 
hygienes. 
Job characteristics that are aligned in importance with extent actualized 
1. A dissonance exists between what the superintendents identify as important and the way in 
which they are spending their time on the job. Most of the job characteristics (16 of 18) are 
significantly different in the extent to which superintendents' actual performance aligns with 
their identification of important job characteristics. As a result, the ntill hypothesis was 
rejected. 
2. Some job characteristics are important to the superintendents but they seem to be actualized 
only to a slight extent in their jobs: 
• Raising the quality of public education. 
• Wanting to see the change process succeed. 
• Maintaining balance between personal and professional life. 
• Feeling that work is fun and exciting. 
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• Receiving adequate pay, benefits. 
• Meeting needs of my family situation. 
Demographic differences in seeking the superintendency 
1. Eleven of the 13 variables examined revealed a significant difference in at least one job 
characteristic. As a result, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
2. There do not appear to be differences in job characteristics in seeidng the superintendency 
based on gender or whether the individual serves in a shared or single school district. Given 
the small nimiber of respondents who were female (11 of 288) and shared districts in the state 
(17 of 288), however, this conclusion must be viewed cautiously. 
3. Age of the superintendent seems to make a difference in the importance of three job 
characteristics. Increasing the level of prestige is more important to persons who are 55-64 
years of age than those who are 35-44 years. Salary and benefits are more important to 
persons who are 55-64 years of age than to those just a decade younger (45-54 years). Age 
also makes a difference for the job characteristic of "getting paid to do something I like," 
although the Scheffe test did not detect where the difference existed. It is not surprising that 
financial issues would be more important to individuals in their mid-5C)s to mid-60s given the 
likelihood of children in college and pending retirements. 
4. The highest degree completed appears to make a difference in the importance of one job 
characteristic, "confidence in my abilities." The location of the difference, however, was not 
detected. 
5. Years of teaching, pre-K-12, made a difference in the importance of having the opportunity 
to serve in the top leadership role. Persons who have taught five years or less find this job 
characteristic to be more motivating than those individuals who have taught 11 to 25 years. 
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This is understandable that persons desiring to "reach the top" would serve fewer years as a 
classroom teacher. 
6. The number of years served as a pre-K-12 administrator (not as a superintendent) seems to 
make a difference for the hygiene factor of enhanced salary and benefits. The persons who 
served fewer years as a principal or curriculum director (zero to five years) found this to be 
more important than those who served 11 to 25 years in these administrative roles before 
assuming the superintendency. This conclusion is not surprising given the goal of a higher 
salary. 
7. The number of years that an individual served as a superintendent outside the state of Iowa 
appears to make a difference in the job characteristic of "getting paid to do something I like." 
The location of the difference, however, was not detected. 
8. Years served as a superintendent in Iowa seems to make a difference in four of the job 
characteristics measured: 1) having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role, 
2) having the opportunit>' to work with a variety of people, 3) increasing my level of power, 
and 4) getting paid to do something I like. The Scheffe test did not locate where the 
differences existed. 
9. The years of service in the superintendent's current position make a difference for the job 
characteristic of having the opportunity to work with a variety of people. The location of the 
differences, however, was not detected. 
10. The size of the school district seems to make a difference among superintendents in four job 
characteristics. Having the opportunity to work with a variety of people seems to be more 
important to those who serve in larger districts. Superintendents who served in districts with 
2500-7499 smdents indicated this characteristic to be more important in motivating them to 
seek the superintendency than those who served in districts with 400-599 smdents. A 
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difference also exists among superintendents who serve in the large districts (2500-7499) and 
the districts with 1000-2499 students. The job characteristics of "intellectual stimulation," 
"having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role," and "being prepared for the 
opportunity" also seem to make a difference based on the size of the school district; however, 
the specific location of those differences was not detected. 
11. The work load of the superintendent appears to make a significant difference for the job 
characteristic of encouragement and support from others. The persons who serve in full-time 
combination jobs (superintendent and principal) find this to be more important than those who 
serve as superintendents only. 
12. The hygiene item, "increasing my level of power" seems to make a difference based on the 
location of the school district, but the Scheffe test did not reveal where the difference existed. 
13. Future career plans appear to make a difference for three job characteristics when comparing 
the individuals who plan to serve as superintendents in Iowa in five years and those who do 
not. Superintendents who intend to serve in Iowa find the characteristics of "having the 
opportunity to work with a variety of people," and "confidence in my abilities" to be more 
important and the characteristic of "increasing my level of power" to be less important than 
do those who do not intend to serve in Iowa. 
Demographic differences in remaining in the superintendency 
1. Seven of the 13 variables examined revealed a significant difference in at least one job 
characteristic. As a result, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
2. There do not appear to be differences in job characteristics that motivate individuals to remain 
serving as superintendents based on gender, years of service in pre-K-12 administration (not 
as a superintendent), years of service as a superintendent in Iowa, years of service in the 
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current position, whether the individual serves in a shared or single school district, or work 
load. Two of these variables must be viewed with caution, however (gender and shared or 
single school district), due to the small nimiber of respondents who are female (11 of 288) 
and those who serve in shared school districts (17 of 288). 
3. Age of the superintendent appears to make a difference in the imponance of meeting the 
needs of their family situations. This job characteristic is more important in motivating 
persons who are 35-44 years of age than those who are 55-64 years. It is understandable that 
persons in their mid-30s to mid-40s may have family circimistances influencing their decisions 
to remain in the superintendency given the likelihood of school-age children still living at 
home. 
4. The highest degree completed seems to make a difference in the importance of two job 
characteristics. Both "raising the quality of public education" and "having the capacity to deal 
with issues and people" are more important to persons with Ed.D. or Ph.D. degrees than 
those with Specialist degrees. 
5. Years of service in pre-K-12 teaching appear to make a difference in five of the 18 job 
characteristics. Receiving support from the Board of Education is more important to 
individuals who have taught six to ten years than those who have taught five years or less. A 
statistical difference was also revealed between those who had taught 11 to 25 years and those 
who had taught over 25 years. However, only one respondent served over 25 years, so that 
result should be viewed with caution. Believing that tenure is necessary to make change is 
more important to the persons who had taught between six to ten years than those who had 
taught over 25 years. Again, only one person served over 25 years, which limits any 
conclusion that may be made. Differences in years of teaching experience were also found in 
the job characteristics of "meeting needs of my family situation," "receiving adequate pay. 
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benefits," and "maintaining balance between personal and professional life," although the 
locations of the differences were not detected. 
6. There appears to be a difference based on the years served as a superintendent outside the 
state of Iowa in their belief that tenure is necessary to make change. Persons who served as a 
superintendent outside of Iowa between zero to five years and six to ten years report this to be 
more important than those who have served outside the state 11 to 25 years. 
7. The size of the school district made a difference in four of the job characteristics. For the 
item, "meeting the challenge of attacks on public education," persons who served in larger 
districts (7500 or more smdents) considered this to be more important than those who served 
in districts with 250-399 smdents. Three other items also showed differences based on the 
size of the district: 1) having the capacity to deal with issues and people, 2) raising the quality 
of public education, and 3) providing adequate power. The Scheffe test did not reveal where 
the differences existed. 
8. The location of school district seems to make a difference among superintendents based on the 
hygiene, "receiving adequate pay, benefits." The statistical test did not identify where the 
difference was, however. 
9. Future career plans appear to make a difference when comparing superintendents who intend 
to be serving in the state in five years and those who plan to either be retired, engaged in 
another career, serving as a superintendent outside of Iowa, or "other." Differences exist in 
four job characteristics, and in each of those, the individuals who plan to serve as 
superintendents in Iowa in five years seem to consider those aspects of the job to be more 
important than the respondents who do not share those career plans. The four identified job 
characteristics include: "fiilfilling my aspirations, feeling my work is personally meaningful," 
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having the capacity to deal with issues and people," having an opportunity to mentor younger 
administrators," and "meeting needs of my family situation." 
Relationship of factors in seeldiig the superintendency to theory 
1. The 15 job characteristics were analj^ed through a factor analysis. The analysis resulted in 
four groupings. Review of the items that formed each group suggests a relationship to 
Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. As a result, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
2. Data seem to suggest three groupings that related to Herzberg's "motivators"; that is, those 
that are internal to the person and the job. These groupings included 12 of the 15 items on the 
instrument. Names assigned to these groupings included "service," "impact future," and 
"confidence." It appears that the job characteristics that are related to the content of the job or 
the person are more motivating to persons seeking the superintendency. 
3. By contrast, one group was formed that included items relating to the job context. This group, 
labeled "sutus," included three job characteristics related to prestige, power, and enhanced 
salary/benefits. It may be concluded, based on the level of importance of each of these items, 
that the hygienes are not significant in motivating persons to choose the superintendency as a 
career. 
4. Unlike Herzberg's dual continuum theory, results of the present investigation do not reveal a 
second continuimi of job characteristics relating to job dissatisfaction. This outcome may be 
explained due to the direction of the research questions, asking only for what motivates 
individuals. 
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Reladonship of factors in remaimng in the superintendency to theory 
1. A factor analysis was employed with 17 job characteristics, and the analysis yielded four 
groupings. The content of the items within each group leads to the conclusion that there may 
be a relationship to Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. As a result, the null hypothesis 
was rejected. 
2. One group formed through the factor analysis included 11 of the 17 items. This group was 
labeled "service." The nature of this grouping clearly relates to the work itself, a key 
motivator in Herzberg's theory. It appears from the data that the aspect of service in the job 
influences the motivation of superintendents to remain serving. A related factor formed was 
also a motivator, "Board support." 
3. Two groupings were formed that relate to Herzberg's hygienes. That is, they are embedded in 
the job context, or job environment. Names assigned to these small groupings are "status" and 
"family." 
4. As stated previously, the dual-continuum feature to Herzberg's theory is not apparent through 
this smdy's results, due to the focus on motivators. 
Relationship of factors in seeking and remaining in the superintendency 
1. Relationships between factors in seeking the superintendency as compared to the factors in 
remaining in the job were revealed through a correlation test. As a result, the null hypothesis 
was rejected. 
2. The factor of "status" in seeking the superintendency is related to the factor of "status" in 
remaining a superintendent. 
3. The factor of "service" in seeking the superintendency is related to the factors of "family," 
"status," and "Board support" in remaining a superintendent. 
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4. The factor of "confidence" in seeking the superintendency is related to the factors of 
"family," "status," "Board support, and "service" in remaining a superintendent. 
5. The factor of "family" in remaining a superintendent is related to the factors of "service" and 
"confidence" in seeking the superintendency. 
6. The factor of "status" in remaining a superintendent is related to the factors of "status," 
"service," and "confidence" in seeking the superintendency. 
7. The factor of "Board support" in remaining a siiperintendent is related to the factors of 
"service," "confidence," and "impact future" in seeking the superintendency. 
8. The motivator factor of "service" in remaining a superintendent is related to the factors of 
"service," "confidence," and "impact future" in seeking the superintendency. 
Limitatioiis 
The limitations of this investigation follow. These shortcomings are provided so that the 
reader may better understand and interpret the results for potential applications in other settings. 
In addition, understandings of the limitations are valuable when considering recommendations for 
further research. 
1. The research was based on responses of Iowa public school superintendents who were 
members of SAX. Even though 288 of the 300 individuals responded (96% response rate), 
results from this population may not be generalized to other states or to private schools due to 
the unique demographics of Iowa (e.g.. large number of rural school districts). 
2. The population examined included a relatively small number of female superintendents. 
Likewise, in Herzberg's primary research, his subjects were largely workers in 
predominantly male fields (i.e.. engineers, accountants). Since neither the present smdy nor 
Herzberg's original research involved a representative number of females, caution should be 
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used in applying the results of this study to women. In addition, demographics on minorities 
were not collected due to only one minority person serving in this role in the state of Iowa. 
The small number of superintendents in these demographics limits fiirther gender or minority-
related investigation or analysis. 
3. The SAI/ISU Iowa Superintendency Questionnaire was limited in scope since only the job 
characteristics related to the motivation to work were included. Dissatisfying aspects to the 
job were not examined. The complex nature of the job may not be represented in the 
questionnaire. The questionnaire was also was limited to the perceptions of the 
superintendents about their work, not observable data. In addition, the questionnaire looked 
only at what is, not what might be. 
4. The questionnaire was mailed to superintendents in early October. This time is prior to the 
first grading period—and before the football play-offs—and before the first snowfall—and 
before the school board election—and before teacher contracts are renewed. Results may be 
different if the study would have been conducted in April or May when the sum of school-
year conflicts would have been greater. The spring of the year is also the time when 
superintendents may reflect more upon signing (or not signing) their own contracts. 
Discussion 
A review of related literamre revealed that while smdies of public school superintendents 
were minimal in the past, investigations that focus on this important leadership role have 
increased within the past decade. As a result, the frontier of knowledge has expanded in terms of 
why individuals choose not to aspire to superintendent positions, why women are rarely hired, 
and why superintendents leave the profession early. A gap exists in the literature, however, on 
knowledge about why individuals want to serve—and remain serving, especially in the state of 
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Iowa. The present study sought to help narrow the g^ in the hopes that new knowledge would 
influence the anticipated leadership void in Iowa public schools in a positive direction. 
The most striking result of this study was the response rate of 96 percent. From a 
population of 300 Iowa public school superintendents, 288 voluntarily returned the questionnaires 
mailed to them. The predominant reason for this high return rate is due to the support of SAI in 
this investigation. From Dr. Tryon co-hosting the initial brainstorming breakfast with metro-area 
superintendents, to his feedback in designing the instrument, to his signing the cover letter, to 
allowing the researcher to print the cover letter on SAI logo stationery, to providing SAI 
envelopes, to allowing the questionnaires to be returned to the SAI office, the steady support from 
this key organization was constant. Given that all 300 superintendents were members of SAI, 
their "motivation" to return the instrument to their organization's headquarters was likely 
enhanced. Another key reason for the high response rate is likely due to the shared concern about 
the school leadership crisis. 
Results from this investigation fiirther add to the concern about a pending leadership crisis 
in our state. Similar to the findings from recent smdies in Iowa (Lutz & Dietzenbach, 1998; 
School Administrators of Iowa and Iowa Department of Education, 1999), the descriptive 
statistics generated in the present study revealed that 150 of 286 (52.40%) of Iowa's public school 
superintendents do not intend be serving in our state in five years. Fourteen (4.90%) intend to 
lead a school district in another state, 92 (32.20%) plan to be retired, 15 (5.20%) expect to be 
engaged in another career, and 29 (10.10%) marked "other." (Of those who recorded "other," 16 
marked both retired and engaged in a different career.) 
Another similarity between the descriptive statistics in the present study and current 
literature is the imbalance of genders serving in the top school leadership roie. As Tallerico and 
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Burstyn (1996), Tallerico (2(XX)), and Glass (2000) have found on a national level, the number of 
female superintendents in our state is minimal—only 11 of 288 respondents were women. 
The instrument developed for this study is unlike the methods of data collection utilized in 
studies that have examined superintendent job satisfaction. Ranging from open-ended interviews 
(Blumberg, 1985) to the critical incident interview technique a la' Herzberg (Jensen, 1995), to the 
Job Descriptive Index (Chand, 1982; Graham, 1985), to the popular Minnesota Satisfaction 
Questionnaire (Whitsell, 1987; Adcock, 1991), each method served a purpose to address a 
problem. The SAI/ISU Iowa Superintendency Questionnaire was designed in collaboration with 
Iowa superintendents and other educators to focus specifically on the motivational potential and 
lasting-power of selected job characteristics. 
A primary purpose of the instrument was to identify the job characteristics that motivate an 
individual to seek the superintendency. Smith (1999) examined the barriers that persons encounter 
among those who are certified to serve as superintendents but choose not to seek the position. 
Going beyond the obstacles of the impact on families, the politics, the stress, and the instability in 
employment, she identified the importance of professional encouragement and support throughout 
the hiring process and during the initial years on the job as being important "enticers" to consider 
applying. By contrast, the top three motivators to seek a superintendency, expressed by employed 
superintendents in the present study (as opposed to those who haven't taken the leap), were the 
desire to make significant changes to schools to improve them, the desire to shape the fiiture, and 
having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role. These job characteristics relate more 
closely to Maslow's (1954) higher-level need of self-actualization than do the safety-based 
"enticers" identified by non-superintendent respondents in Smith's (1999) study. 
The identification of job characteristics that motivated an individual to remain serving as a 
superintendent was another salient pan to the present study. Characteristics found to be the most 
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important to Iowa public school superintendents were raising the quality of public education, 
fulfilling their aspirations/feeling that work is personally meaningful, and receiving support from 
the Board of Education. Once again, these characteristics coimect to Herzberg's (1959) 
"motivators" (work itself and recognition) and Maslow's (19S4) highest need for self-
actualization. Similarly, Gaziel (1986) found Herzberg's motivators to be dominant sources of job 
satisfaction in his study of school principals in Israel, with the exception of responsibility, which 
he found to be a dissatisfier. Schmidt (1976) also found school administrators in Chicago to be 
highly motivated by the internal factors of achievement, recognition, and advancement. Likewise, 
Friesen et al. (1983), in their examination of school principals in Alberta, Canada, found 
achievement, interpersonal relationships, recognition and status, importance of the work, and 
relationships with central office to be the primary sources of satisfaction, but some aspects were 
found to be both satisfiers and dissatisfiers (relationships with teachers, responsibility, autonomy, 
student attimdes and performance, challenge of work, and relationships with parents.) Unlike the 
findings in the present study, Jackson (1992) concluded that Ohio superintendents were motivated 
by salary, status, prestige, and good relations with student, staff, school board members, and 
community. Each of these factors relates to the job context, or the "hygienes" per Herzberg's 
(1959)theory. 
Going beyond the identification of what superintendents believe to be important in 
motivating them to remain serving in these leadership positions, the study sought to determine the 
extent to which they are able to actualize the characteristics that are important to them. Only 
seven of the 18 job characteristics were ones they were able to actualize on their jobs. The top 
three that they were able to actualize were receiving support from the Board of Education, having 
the capacity to deal with people, and feeling that their strengths are best used in this role. Iowa 
superintendents are fortunate to actually receive the support from Boards that they desire. This 
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apparent support contrasts with the findings from the Massachusetts superintendents in Sharp and 
Walter's (1995) study in which they reported negative relationships with their school boards. 
The alignment between the job characteristics that the superintendents identified as 
important and the extent to which they are actualized was another focus for the present smdy. 
Only two characteristics were not significandy different: receiving support from the Board of 
Education and believing that tenure is necessary to make change. Support from the Board was 
identified as important and the superintendents were able to actualize it in their jobs. Believing 
that tenure is necessary for change was not identified as very important, but they did not actualize 
it to a large extent anyway. Furey (1983) examined the degree to which superimendents perceived 
a set of Herzberg factors to be characteristic of their jobs and the value of those factors. He found 
that neither the motivator needs nor the hygiene needs of superintendents were met to the degree 
that they felt they should be met. The factors considered being least present, according to Furey, 
were those considered to be most important. 
Demographic variables of Iowa superintendents were examined in relation to the job 
characteristics measured for both seeking and remaining in the superintendency. Gender and 
shared/single school district variables did not show any significant differences. Differences were 
found in at least one job characteristic for the variables of age, degree completion, years of 
service, size of school district, work load, location of school district, and career plans. More 
differences were found in the variables when looking at seeking the superintendency than in 
remaining in that role. 
Since the present study did not examine overall job satisfaction in relation to specific 
variables, but rather the response to individual job characteristics, comparisons to results in the 
literature are difficult to make. For example, in the present investigation, differences were found 
in age for the job characteristics of prestige and salary/benefits. Superintendents who were aged 
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55-64 found prestige to be a more important motivator to seek the superintendency than did those 
who were 20 years younger. Also, superintendents in their mid-50s to mid-60s reported that 
salary and benefits were more important than did those persons a decade younger. Age also 
revealed a difference in what motivates persons to remain serving as superintendents. Meeting the 
needs of their family situations was more important to persons who were age 35-44 than those 
who were 55-64 years. Other job satisfaction smdies generally foimd a positive direct relationship 
between job satisfaction and age (Lee & Wilbur, 1985; Whitsell, 1987; Adcock, 1991), although 
Adcock (1991), in his study of Arkansas school superintendents, found that while satisfaction 
increased with age, it declined in the oldest age group. 
Size of the school district is another variable that showed differences in job characteristics. 
The present study found that superintendents who worked in larger districts indicated that having 
the opportunity to work with a variety of people was more important as a motivator to seek the 
top school leadership role than it was for persons serving in smaller districts. Meeting the 
challenge of attacks on public education was found to be more important in motivating individuals 
to remain serving as superintendents for those who work in larger districts. The literature 
suggests that job satisfaction increases with the size of the district (Friesen et al., 1983; Whitsell, 
1987; Adcock, 1991.) Adcock (1991) found that although satisfaction continued to increase with 
the size of the district, the very largest districts in his Arkansas study were the least satisfied. 
Like the present smdy, many investigations have utilized Herzberg's theory as a 
framework. The factor analysis in the present smdy yielded groupings that fit with Herzberg's 
motivators and hygienes. Many job satisfaction studies reviewed also showed that the internal 
aspects to the job led to greater job satisfaction while the external aspects to the job led to 
dissatisfaction. While the present study did not explore job dissatisfaction in a research question, 
it did focus on the satisfiers. The job characteristics that influenced both seeking and remaining in 
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the superintendency were based on the motivators. An open-ended question was included in the 
instrument to find out what job characteristics the superintendents did not like, although this 
question was not addressed statistically in any of the research questions. The 329 total responses 
were recorded and categorized into eight groups. The groupings, from highest to lowest in 
frequency, were; 1) leadership demands (28.9%), 2) job dissatisfaction (23.4%), 3) Board 
members and relationships (11.6%), 4) public relationships and factors (11.2%), S) health and 
well-being (10.0%), 6) personnel issues and relationships (8.2%)^ 7) family factors (4.0%), and 
8) instructional factors and issues (2.7%). Seven of the eight categories were consistent with 
Herzberg's (1959) hygiene factors. External or environmental aspects to the job have been found 
to be dissatisfying in related studies (Friesen et al., 1983; Whitsell, 1987; Adcock, 1991; Jackson, 
1992; Jensen, 1993; Wendel et al., 1994). Unlike results shared by Harp and Walter (1995) and 
Cunningham and Burdick (1999) where the leading negative aspect of the job is school board 
micromanagement, Iowa superintendents rated the demand of leadership and general job 
dissatisfaction more frequently than problems with board members. 
Recommendatioiis 
Based on the findings, conclusions, and limitations of this study, the following 
recommendations for practice and further research are offered: 
For practice 
1. Inform SAI, the Iowa School Board Association (lASB), the Iowa Department of Education 
(DE), Area Education Agency (AHA) leaders, university preparation programs, and 
superintendent search firms of the results of the smdy. Encourage dialogue among 
stakeholders to consider implications and applications of the findings. 
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2. Ask superintendents and school board members to clarify what it means to show "support" 
from the board. Engage in open dialogue to share perspectives. 
3. Educate school board members on the importance of their role in supporting superintendents. 
4. Educate school board members on the hygiene and motivator needs of superintendents. Stress 
that they remove the dissatisfiers (e.g., poor salary/benefits, poor working conditions, poor 
supervision, poor policies) and then build on the factors that motivate (e.g., achievement; 
recognition, the work itself.) 
5. Educate future superintendents on the realities of the job. Teach them how to thrive through 
conflict. Provide ongoing support and education through the beginning years of service. 
6. Educate future superintendents and practicing superintendents on how to communicate needs 
effectively to school board members. 
7. Encourage SAI and AHA leaders to strengthen supportive networks among superintendents. 
Consider organizing networks by variables that show differences {e.g., age, size of district, 
location of district). 
8. Encourage SAI and LASB to collaborate for the purpose of identifying methods to recognize 
superintendents and school board members based on the key job characteristics that matter to 
them. 
9. Encourage SAI, LASB, and the Department of Education (DE) to collaborate for the purpose 
of considering ways to bring actual practice in line with important job characteristics. 
10. Encourage SAI and LASB to inform the public, especially teachers and administrators, about 
the reasons why superintendents choose to serve and remain serving. 
11. Encourage search firms to consider demographics of the district and personal demographics 
of applicants when identifying "matches" for interviews. 
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12. Because this study revealed a paucity of women serving in this capacity in Iowa, and because 
Herzberg's theory cannot readily be generalizable to females, it would be important to 
encourage search firms, school boards, and universities to support women and minority 
applicants. 
For further research 
1. Study other states in the Midwest. Add the variable of minorities to the demogr^hic section. 
Compare results to the findings in the present study. 
2. Interview superintendents utilizing the critical incident technique or open-ended questions to 
compare qualitative findings with quantitative results. 
3. Investigate further the actualization of important job characteristics by asking superintendents 
to maintain time logs of their work. Compare results to perceptions in the current instrument. 
4. Conduct the smdy in April or May to compare results with the present study. 
5. Investigate the applicants for superintendency openings. Identify the number of females and 
minorities that apply, interview, and are selected. Compare findings to other states. 
6. Utilizing a similar instrument or through qualitative research, examine the perceptions of 
school board members about what they believe motivates superintendents to serve and remain 
serving. 
7. Using the data collected on the open-ended question for the present study, add items to the 
instrument so that a balance of hygienes and motivators exist. Compare results to present 
study. Test Herzberg's dual continuum theory. 
8. Consider another job satisfaction model to explore possibilities for job redesign so that the job 
may become more attractive. 
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9. Study the population again in the year 2003-2004 when many new superintendents are 
expected to be serving in Iowa. Compare results to the present findings. 
10. Using the verbal responses collected to the open-ended question, "What two or three job 
characteristics do you not like about serving as a superintendent?", analyze the content of 
responses as it applies to Herzberg's theory and examine demographic characteristics as they 
relate to the dissatisfiers. 
11. Investigate the discrepancy scores between levels of importance and actualization for job 
characteristics. Examine differences among demographic characteristics of the respondents. 
•»  ^
12. This smdy revealed that 52 percent of the responding superintendents expect to leave the 
profession in Iowa within the next five years. Further research could meaningfully smdy the 
demographic characteristics of these individuals. 
Summary and bnpUcadons 
At the center of this smdy was a self-reporting instrument mailed to 300 practicing Iowa 
public school superintendents. Most of those surveyed (96%) responded to the query, at least 
panially because of their own sense of crisis at the impending superintendency shortage. It's 
worth mentioning that the study relies on honest answers and while procedures were employed to 
liberate people in a way that they could tell the truth, some allowance must be made for the 
possibility that outcomes were influenced by the need to provide socially acceptable responses. 
What was learned in this study was that there are certain job characteristics that are 
important in leading someone to become a superintendent. Key among those characteristics 
include a desire to make changes in schools to improve them, a desire to shape the future, and 
having the opportunity to serve in the top leadership role. Similarly, aspects of the job were found 
to be important factors in motivating individuals to remain serving as superintendents. The most 
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important characteristics included raising the quality of public education, fulfilling their 
aspirations/feeling that their work is personally meaningful, and receiving suppon from the Board 
of Education. 
Further, this study revealed that some of the most important job characteristics in remaining 
a superintendent are least actualized in their work. A gap exists between what the superintendents 
value and the current reality of their jobs in the following areas: raising the quality of public 
education, wanting to see the change process succeed, maintaining balance between personal and 
professional life, feeling that work is fun and exciting, receiving adequate pay/benefits, and 
meeting the needs of their family situations. 
If the state of Iowa is going to remain a leader in education, then the vitality of the school 
leaders needs to be addressed. If stakeholders in the state of Iowa believe that it is important to 
promote the satisfaction of future and current public school superintendents, then it is time to 
move beyond lamenting the pending shortage and aa. Search firms, school boards, universities. 
Area Education Agencies, SAI, and the Department of Education should pay attention to the 
findings and work individually and together to address motivation and job satisfaction issues. It is 
important to avoid placing blame on why the shortage exists. Instead, stakeholders must recognize 
that they are interconnected and to keep the system alive, they must work as partners. 
Given the need to act, one may begin with the end in mind. Imagine the state of Iowa 
having created a work culture in the public school systems that attracts and sustains high quality, 
motivated school superintendents. What might have contributed to this desired state? Positive 
results would have involved individual and collective action, including but not linaited to: 
• search firm consultants who selected superintendent candidates with demographic 
characteristics and personal visions well matched with the individuality of the school districts; 
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school board members who hired superintendents with personal visions compatibie with the 
desired fiiture of their school districts; 
school board members who decided to ask superintendents what it means to "feel support from 
the board" and then respotxled by providing that support (not their own version of it); 
school board members who committed to supporting their superintendents in leading change 
efforts instead of magnifying the fears and negativism of critics; 
school board members who sought an understanding of the change process and served as 
teachers and models of change within the community; 
school board members who remained genuinely focused on the primary effort of improving the 
quality of education in their districts instead of engaging in micromanagement or politics; 
school board members who encouraged and financially supported the continuing education and 
professional growth of their superintendents; 
school board members who insisted that their superintendents did not work more than three 
nights a week (including meetings and student activities) and communicated this expectation to 
their publics; 
school board members who provided competitive salary/benefit packages with options so that 
individuals may select what is most appropriate for their family situations; 
university faculty who provided pre-service training and ongoing support for superintendents, 
especially in the areas of educational change, stress management, communication, and the 
fiscal management of limited resources; 
Area Education Agency leaders who established supportive networking systems for area 
superintendents; 
SAI leaders who launched meaningful mentorships, coimecting new superintendents with 
experienced practitioners; 
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• SAI leaders who created recognition systems to honor school board members for exemplary 
"support" of their superintendents; 
• SAI leaders who created recognition systems to celebrate superintendents who achieve success 
in raising the quality of education in their districts; 
• Department of Education leaders who examined the list of dissatisfiers (as found in the open-
ended responses in this smdy) and reduced and simplified the paperwork required of 
superintendents; 
• Department of Education leaders who asked superintendents what would help them to make 
meaningful change in their districts, and responded with that support; 
• practicing superintendents who seized opportunities to develop their capacities, especially in 
the areas of educational change, stress management, communication, and the fiscal 
management of limited resources; and 
• practicing superintendents who took charge of what nourishes, motivates, and sustains them to 
work at high levels, and communicated that to their school boards, trusted colleagues, and 
family members. 
By using what has been learned from this smdy about why people choose to serve and 
remain serving as Iowa public school superintendents, it is possible to change the landscape from 
a diminishing one to a "field of dreams." It is possible that they will come, and that they will stay. 
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APPENDIX A. SAI/ISU IOWA SUPERINTENDENCY QUESTIONNAIRE 
SAI/ISU 
IOWA SUPERINTENDENCY QUESTIONNAIRE 
Thank you for your paiticipalioa in this vohnrtaiy study. Please do not write your name on the form. We would appreciate your return of the 
completed foim to SAl in the enclosed envelope by October 2S, 1999. 
How inqMitant sib it to you? 1. How important waa each of the following job characteriitics in motivating you to seek the 
supetintendency? For each item, pleaae check how important it wu to you •ttlietinMivouclioMthi« 
career role. 
My motivation to become a superintendent aii: 
a) confidcnce in my abilities • • • • • 
b) detiic to shape the fiitwe • • • Q Q 
c) being piepaed for the opportunity • • • • • 
d) desire to serve all learoen in my community • • Q • • 
e) desire to make significant changes to schools to improve them • • O • • 
f) cncoungcmcnt, support from otheia • Q O • • 
i) enhanced salary, benefits • • O • • 
h) KCtdngpaidtodoiomediingilike • • O O O 
i) intellccnul stimulation 0 Q Q • • 
j) having the opportunity to be competitive, challenged • • O • O 
k) having the oppoitunity to seive in the top leadenhip role • • • • • 
I) having the opportunity to work with a variety of people • • Q • O 
in) increasing mx level of prestige Q Q Q • • 
n) mcieiiny my level of power • Q Q D O 
0) reeling a responsibility to "give somediing back" • • • • O 
2. Now (hat you are a practicing luperintendent, how important is each of the following job characteristics in motivating you lo remain a 
superintendent? For each item, please check to indicate the level of importance. Then, please indicate the extent to which you feel able to actualize 
this factor in your current position. 
How imponant ig it to you? jo what extent do you actmUze it? 
My motivation to remain a superintendentJa... 
a) raising the quality of public education Q • • • • 
b) meeting the challenge of atticki on public education . • • • • • 
c) receiving support from the Boanl of Education • • Q Q Q 
d) feeling valued by staff, Mudenti, and community .... Q • Q • • 
e) feeling diat my strength! are best used in thii role— • • • • • 
f) having the capacity to deal with issues and people — Q • • • • 
g) Ailfilling my aspirations, feeling my work is personally 
meaningful • Q Q • Q 
h) feeling that woik is Am and exciting Q • • • • 
i) meeting needs of my family situation • • • • • 
j) maintuining balance between personal and professional 
life • • • • • 
k) receiving adequate pay, benefits • Q • • • 
I) prDviding adequate prestige • Q • • • 
m) providing adequate power • • • • • 
n) believing that tenure is necessary to make change • • • • • 
o) wanting to see the chsnge process succeed • • • • • 
p) feeling a strong network with colleagues • Q • • • 
4) getting to work widi a varieqr of people • • • • • 
r) having an opportunity to mentor younger administntors • Q • • • 
:Vv5'V' 
// 
f r r r r 
• a • • • 
• a • • • 
a • • • Q 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • Q • • 
Q • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 
• o a • • 
• Q • • • 
• Q • • • 
• • • • Q 
• • • • • 
3. What nvo or three job characteristics do you qq] like about serving as a superintendent? 
Part II: Demofiraphic InfSihrlnMlon ; 
Pleaae check or reapond to the itema that apply to you; 
I. Gcwier: 
• Mate •Fetnala 
2. Age: 
3. Hlihcit Degree Coaplatcd: 
ClMastor'a 
USpMMiat 
• EdOorPhD 
4. Naahcref Years Served: 
a. in pre-K-12 teaching: 
b. inpre-K-12admiiiiitntioa(notuiupt.); 
c. in a superintendency ontiMt ef lewa; .. 
d. in a superintendency la Iowa; 
c. in currcnt position: 
t. 8lieorCHnwtScheelDMi1cl(s)(auAerofK-12 
alndaata); 
7. WerkLMd: 
• FuN-tiine aupatinlondant 
• FuN-tlnw comiilnaNon (auporintandant and principal) 
• Part-tlnw aupwlnlandent 
S. Area EdacaMan Agency: # 
9. Plve (5) years now, I plan to be: (please check one) 
• Serving as a superintendent la lewa 
Q Serving u a superintendent aatsMe ef Iowa 
• Retind 
Q Engaged in a difleient career 
• other; 
5. NaariierafPlstrktoPreieallySenrlag: 
Thank you for your paiticipniioB in thia vohmtary staidy. Pleaae do not write your name on the foim. Pleaie return this completed fonn to SAI in 
the enclosed envelope by October 25,1999. 
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SUPERINTENDENT BREAKFAST MEETING 
SAI Conference Room 
June 14, 1996 
7:30-8:30 a.m. 
Participants: Dr. Bomiie Baum, Colfax-Mingo Comm. Schools 
Dr. Demiis Bishop, Dallas Center-Grimes Comm. Schools 
Dr. Randy Clegg, Saydel Consolidated School District 
Dr. Joseph Drips, Southeast Polk Comm. Schools 
Dr. Harold HuUeman, Indianola Comm. Schools 
Dr. Les Omotani, West Des Moines Comm. Schools 
Dr. William Poston, Jr., Iowa State University 
Dr. Richard Sundblad, Johnston Comm. Schools 
Dr. Gaylord Tryon, School Administrators of Iowa 
Dr. Gary Wegenke, Des Moines Comm. Schools 
CCK)PERATIVE PROCESSING RESPONSES 
Factors that motivate people to seek the superintendencv: 
• Build broader sense of community awareness that all are learners 
• Potential to impact the delivery of instruction 
• Freedom to lead K-12 
• Desire to serve a broader educational arena 
• Help establish a culture of systemic learning (student, parents, teachers) with the change 
process, etc. 
• Deep belief in improving humankind 
• Closest to "professional status" in the education field 
• Help people develop to their full potential (students, staff) 
• Ability to work with people at a certain level of success (colleagues, external associates) 
• Additional opportunities to speak and write 
• The rush that comes with taking risks (and the willingness to be vulnerable) 
• Opportunity to model educational leadership vs. management 
• Challenge and test in political process—associated with the hunt and staying in the position 
• Desire to "go the distance" 
• Access to a university—the opportunity was there 
• Sense of responsibility to use what I learned in graduate school 
• Opportunity to be competitive (political groups, teachers, learning program) 
• Bring avocation and vocation together—getting paid to do what you like 
• Opportunity to develop a positive educational atmosphere 
• Coincidence—doors open^ 
• Personal confidence in my competency (leadership, working with people, making a difference 
with teachers, smdents) 
• Enhanced salary, benefits 
• Encouragement and support by others 
• Compelling desire to want to "make it better" 
• Dynamics (variety, challenges—never a dull moment 
• Opportunity to work with many types of groups 
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• Academic iaquiry and fiilfillmeot 
• "Giving something back" 
• Past personal success with educational process 
• Role models/mentors 
• Chance to do something with creative ideas 
• Prestige, power, pay (CEO of the school distria) 
• "Training wheels'—take off, give it a whirl 
• Belief in self to tolerate ambiguity and organize chaos 
• "I can do better." 
• Chance to shape the future 
• Seek answer to the question, "Can I do this job?" 
Factors that motivate people to continue to remain as a superintendent (and whv are some folks 
leaving?): 
• Fulfilled aspirations 
• Encouragement from others (colleagues, co-workers) 
• High levels of broad-based support 
• Sometimes you do make a differeiKe 
• Continued opportunities to see students succeed 
• Successes along the way 
• Connection with personal goals as human being—things I believe in 
• Ability to maintain balance between who I am as a professional and a person 
• Afraid that I "can't go home again" 
• Fun to work with the budget 
• Valued by School Board and community 
• Sense of approval, affirmation from School Board and others 
• Optimism—believe that there's a better fiiture yet to be—still exciting 
• Gladiator spirit—"can do"—the thrill of the batde 
• Exciting responsibility 
• Some leave because they should 
• Organizational patience and lack thereof (change process, putting up with BS) 
• Negative change in civility of people we deal with 
• Opportunity to be creative 
• Working relationships with staff (support—or petition to leave?) 
• The job wasn't what I thought it would be 
• Rising populism of the Board—narrow minded, personal agenda, axe to grind 
• Attack on public education from far right 
• Inability to create distance between job and personal life 
• Inability to delegate authority 
• Capacity to deal with issues, people—bombarded with it, keep capacity/tolerance up 
• Inability to allocate time for thoughtfiil reflection 
• Ready to move on 
• Very lonely 
• Commimity involvement 
• Time demands, pressure (ball games, etc.) 
• If the network is strong, stay in (support) 
• Compensation effort quotient doesn't stack up with other professions 
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Standard of living in small community is good 
Pay is good for women 
Family situation often dictates staying, leaving 
Prestige, power, pay—if it's adequate, will stay 
Personal health, stamina 
Personally meaningful, rewarding 
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JUDGMENT PANEL 
Mr. Jim Alexander 
23-19"' Avenue N.E 
Hampton, LA 50441 
Supt. Joan Bolon 
Lamoni Community Schools 
202 N. Walnut Street 
Lamoni, lA 50140 
Dr. Tom Davis 
Urbandale Comm. Schools 
6200 Aurora Avenue 
Urbandale, lA 50322 
Supt. Tom Fish 
Norwalk Community Schools 
906 School Avenue 
Norwalk, LA 50211 
Supt. Linda Hartman 
Grand Community Schools 
PO Box 79, 404 Walnut 
Boxholm, LA 50040 
Supt. Cheryl Anne Huisman 
Southern Cal Conmiunity Schools 
709 W. Main Street 
Lake City, lA 51449 
Supt. Richard Nick Johns 
Ames Commimity Schools 
P.O. Box 3011, 424 Main Street 
Ames, LA 50010 
Supt. Mike Krumm 
Ballard Community Schools 
P.O. Box 307, 509 N. Main Street 
Huxley, LA 50124 
Supt. John Millhollin 
Panorama Community Schools 
Box 39, 701 W. Main 
Panora, LA 50216 
Dr. Ben Noiman 
Ankeny Community Schools 
PO Box 189, 306 SW School Street 
Ankeny, LA 50021 
Dr. Les Omotani 
West Des Moines Comm. Schools 
3550 George M. Mills Civic Parkway 
West Des Moines, LA 50265 
Dr. Wayne Rand 
Heartland AEA, 6500 Corporate Dr. 
JohnsomLA 50131 
Supt. Pamela Rockwood 
Sac Comm. Schools, S. 16"* Street 
Sac City, LA 50583 
Supt. Richard Sundblad 
Johnston Community Schools 
P.O. Box 10, 6600 NW 62"* 
Johnston, LA 50131 
Dr. Jim Verlenga 
Heartland AEA 
6500 Corporate Drive 
Johnston, LA 50131 
Dr. William K. Poston 
N229 Lagomarcino, ISU 
Ames, lA 50011 
Dr. Fenwick English 
N229 Lagomarcino, ISU 
Ames, LA 50011 
Dr. Betty Steffy 
N 244 Lagomarcino, ISU 
Ames, lA 50011 
Supt. Veronica Stalker 
Waukee Commimity Schools 
445-5th Street 
Waukee, lA 50263 
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FACSIMILE COVER PAGE 
To: Tirn 0>«M non: Laay C. f mm 
Paflct: 1 (IneMlnfl Comi) 
Oe«r Lert, 
Here vr* I f«iw fwiM raoardmg your quwionralit. You hav» • vtiy MATMllnfl appTDMh. 
1. n appeare that your propoaadaalagoftaa.Myoudadlitalhain.lapleurelHaiztoafQ'sltva molNalore. An but 
recoflratien. RaeegnMen ia a ^omwiui meowMr. KaMMvMy anon dunoan, wt ma ataand moat fraquanoy CUM 
iituiiviRov ••ecFui lO 
2.1 ausQMt that 'aneourasamant, airport from athanT la mew eipproprtrtoly a form of moHiMrtion lalhor than 
hyniana. N«<at»M<1haaaaianetmi^ caHgortcaLlla«»a>tfaec<B>nat>e»aaith. paoa73.ahew»tttW« 
category had ieea fraquant dlaWena m a melMrtw M tha iluiaMwi aa eueh !• tongar. 
3. The Hrat word m «faw atam* it'daaira'. TTKc «Mrd jmpHat vahia. i cuggait deialing R and atartH  ^tha 
dMcrtptera ahaplng. aarvUg. and maMng. 
* Theatcm ineraeelngmylevalefpwaf meyahebaamollveierlnthaillgNeaaullieiWyteWluanee. 
5. 'receiving auppoil form the beard of aAiealion' eould be aaal^ f xfawad aa an aeNawemanl In laaNMi metWioi. 
6.1 ace the top two Hyglana fadeia en page 2 aa tecegnMen. PioUafn here to •hilly ef the Instrument to 
deecrlmlneta. 
7.1 do net tea'baiitving m Hniw aa anyimng MM a baiiawaiua. cartaNy R to Ml a mouvaier ID be caiagertMd 
aeiwKReelf. werkHwlf teeueeeenthathaedualeentaniefwerlMiettheeented-akeydtollnctlon Intha MH 
theory. 
0.1 »i> tha toat Item pnaiMily aa laiiimiOlm. 
Many of theae sample aialamartla raneet what oaMd DMCIaMand ealiad need te acMewe. ConatoMna twA 
Hope tNs helpa. 
Larry Fraae 
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sal 
school administrators of Iowa 
RECENCY IMEST S. SMTE14* 4Sao WCSTOWN MnCMW p.o Boxfasn WCST DCS MOME& KMMiOMMBTI PHONE: IS 15)224-3310 
nut (SI SI 334-3172 
June, 1996 
Daar CoOMgu*: 
You ar« no doubt awara a< lh« inerMsing shortag* of school adminislralors in our knwa school 
districts. In particular, tha shortage of school eupefintandems is of graat concern to SAI. 
SAI has several proiects in ttw wortcs to help address these concerns. With ttie aMe assistance 
of Dr. Wigiam Poslon at taw* State UnhwrsHy, we are conducting a study to leam more about 
job satisfaction factors that modwate educatoia to go into the supeifntendency. In addMon, we 
want to leam more about why intSviduals chooaa net to stay in the profsesion. 
Erwlosed is a dnJt copy of a questiannaira that we wil be sending out to superintended 
throughout the stats. This initiai draft is being sent to a handful of individuals to valicteta the 
maior factors that have sncouraged indhriduals to seeic and stay in lha superintendency. We 
would appreciate you tatdng a taw minutes to: 
1. respond to the two questiona Hstsd 
2. make any suggestions for chengss in the questions or in the factors that we have 
tnciuded—especially to aii] afactor(s} to the list that we heve not considered 
We would appreciate you returning your responses in the enclosed envelope no later then 
Monday, July 1. 1896. 
Thank you very much for taking the time to help us out with this very; important proiect. (For 
your informatnn. we win publish the results of this study in an upcoming SAI r>ewsletter.) 
Gaytora Tryon. Ph.D. 
Executive Director 
»iii—I —> »wi*iii«—o«»—nmuoi tawwwMon Mmik rimriiim-tt tinnnun ScxoaiP»iei«ais 
rill Iiiiii niiiii —III« SKanOMy Scnooi Moopau 
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Last name of Principal Invesii|aiar Di«bel 
Checklist for AttacfaineBtt and Time Schedule 
The rollowinc arc atlachtd Iplcasc check): 
12. ^ Letter or written statement to subjecu iadicaling clearly; 
a) the purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identiiiet' codes (names, •'s). bow they will be used, and when they will be removed (see item 
H) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participatian in the research 
d) if applicable, the location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
0 in a lonfitudinal study, when and how you will contact subjects later 
that panicipation is voiuatary; nonpanicipatton will not affect evaluaiioas of the subject 
13. O Signed consent form (if applicable) 
14. Q Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
16. Anticipaied dales for contact with subjecu: 
First contact Last c«ot*ct 
4/29<99 lonom 
Moath/Day/Year Month/Day/Year 
17. If applicable: anticipaied date that ideniifien will be removed from completed survey insmimenu and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
Month/Day/Y ear 
18. Signature of Departmental Executive Dale Department or Adminisirative Unit 
Officer [l c y 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Project approved Q Project not approved Q No action required 
Name of Human Subjects in Research Committee Chair Dale Signature of Conuniij^ Chair 
faLricIa M. Keilli 
mmute  
hnp://www.grad-coa«g«.iastata.cak t^oiTns/HumanSubi«cts.dac 
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school adminislrators of town 
Ragncy WM S. SMi 140 
tSOOWmoMi Bw f6S7a WM DM Motas. IM S0B5«i7« 
Pnon* (SIS) B4-aSn • Fa* (SIS) 2M-3372 
0«ober 8.1999 
Dear Colleague: 
You are surely aware of the increasing shortage of school administiators in our kwa 
school districts. In particular, the shortage of school superintendents is of great concein 
to the School Administrators of Iowa. 
SAI has several projects in the worics to help address these concems. With the assistance 
of Iowa State University, we are conducting a study to leam more about job satisfaction 
factors that motivate educators to go into the superintendency. Ln addition, we want to 
leam more about why individuals choose to suy in the position. 
We need your help with this project. Enclosed is a questionnaire that we invite'and . 
encourage you to complete. Please do not write your name on the form. While we will 
monitor the return of questionnaires per a coding system, this infonnation will (»ly be 
used for follow-up communications with non-respondents. I assure you that the coding 
system will remain confidential and will be destroyed after the responses have been 
collected. Your individual responses on the questionnaire will not be identified in any 
way in our study, as all data will be merged for analysis. Your time investment of 
approximately ten minutes in completing this instrument is sincerely appreciated, and we 
will do all that we can to use it in ways to strengthen otir profession. We would ask that 
you return your response in the enclosed envelope no later than October 25. 
If you have any questions, please feel fiee to call me at (SIS) 224-3370. We will plan to 
publish the results of this study in an upcoming SAI newsletter. Thank you very much 
for taking the time to help us out with this very important project 
Respectfully. 
Gaylord Tryon, Ph.O. 
Executive Director 
Mrnirg at ol lOHa's aducaiional adminictraiors 
AmanarnimAimtkaii »norinimaiScnoMAaiiiimuiuaii IIMMHI 01 Em—I IT) t^ OBl Winripm Wi»awil ftMiiiilim d SiiKwi SOeol >11111 ipMi 
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school administrators of io^va 
HegeiCY MMI t. SUM 140 4500 Wmaw Pilfc—>• ••» Wtd Ou MoMm. loM tQgMOST* Ptiom (SIS) 224-337D • Fm* ISISI 294-9*72 
November 1.1999 
Dear Colleague: 
You are surely aware of the increasiiig shortage of school administrators in our Iowa 
school districts, bi particular, the shoitage of school superintendents is of great concern 
to the School Administratois of Iowa. 
SAI has several prcjects in the works to help address diese concerns. With the assistance 
of Iowa State Univeiiity, we are conducting a study to learn more about job satisfaction 
factors that nxstivate edncators to go into the supeiintendency. In addition, we want to 
leam more about why individuals choose to suy in the position. 
Approximately three weeks ago. a questionnaire was mailed to you, along wixl) a request 
to complete it. Your responses would be a valuable part of the project 
Enclosed is another questionnaire that we ask you to complete. Please do not write your 
name on the form. Your individual responses on the questionnaire will not be identified 
in any way in our study, as all dau will be merged for analysis. Your time investment of 
approximately ten minutes in completing this instnmient is sincerely qipreciated, and we 
will do all that we can to use it in ways to strengthen our profession. We would ask that 
you return your response in the enclosed envelope by November 10. 
If you have already returned your questimnaire. thank you for your time and willingness 
to participate. 
If you have any questions, please feel ftee to call me at (515) 224-3370. We will plan to 
publish the results of this study in an upcoming SAI newsle^. Thank you very much 
for taking the time to help us out with Ais very important project 
Respectfully. 
Gaylord Tryon. Ph 
Executive Director 
MwiUfi i« TimrlM»If nrrnl nnii Imw 
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OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES 
SAI/ISU IOWA SUPERINTENDENCY QUESTIONNAIRE 
October, 2000 
Question: What two or three job characteristics do you not like about serving as a 
superiniendeiu? 
• work hours conflict with family/personal life 
• being on the job all the time 
• discipline of students that occasionally rises to my level 
• struggling with identifying and procuring adequate resources 
• negotiations and contract restrictions with calendar, days, development, etc. 
• not able to hire top quality people with good salaries, etc. 
• detailed reports, data collection and paper work 
• being a central office business administrator rather than education leader 
• why more people can't see "the big picture" 
• the inability of more people who can't disagree agreeably 
• financial constraints when your enrollment is declining 
• demand on time was great 
• having so many publics to serve 
• the Iowa "paperwork/state reports"—this surpasses anything else 
• worrying about weather cancellations 
• collective bargaining seems to get in the way of doing things for kids 
• unreasonable expectations regarding knowledge base of all school happenings by board 
members and in attending "every" school event 
• making the "call" regarding school cancellations (weather-related) 
• our new role of being "safety and violence" specialists 
• time commitment to extracurriculars 
• lack of respect by law makers 
• tremendous time commitment—on call 24 hours a day/7 days a week 
• perception we are overpaid 
• battle special interest groups 
• school finance: Not enough money to accomplish all you want to accomplish 
• single issue board of education members 
• being evaluated by people that know nothing about evaluation and only a little more about the 
job 
• people's loss of civility 
• being lumped in with the rest of "officialdom" 
• complexity—challenge 
• many, varied people 
• learning 
• long hours with too much time spent on support services and public relations 
• collective bargaining negotiator conflicts with narrow minds 
• too much pressure to fire coaches 
• the superintendent—board relations is the toughest—concern of why people run 
• the time expectations—possibly self-imposed—both length of days and time to take a vacation 
• politics 
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• crisis management 
• not considering/ignoring the educational research in decision ma Icing 
• public attacks, i.e., attacks on me by the public and press 
• all the paperwork/state reports—it can be stifling 
• termination 
• negotiations 
• time away from family/personal life 
• unfimded mandates 
• lack of tenure—the life of a superimendent in a district seems to becoming shorter and shoner 
• pressure/stress 
• time away from family/personal life 
• new imfimded mandates 
• constantly being in the public eye 
• enormous amount of time 
• job pressure/stress (physical, mental, emotional)little or no time with student learning (miss 
interaction with smdents) 
• Iowa's finance 
• demand of time 
• too many tasks and not feeling there is enough knowledge to be an expert in everything 
• inadequate compensation for the responsibility required for the job 
• constantly having to defend decisions 
• lack of money resources to provide adequate salaries for teachers and other employees 
• negotiation of contracts 
• dealing with negative personnel issues 
• negotiations 
• personnel management 
• lobbying legislators who do not value education 
• working with a staff member, board member, or anyone that is satisfied with change process 
and does not want to improve 
• attacks by public even though they don't have the correct information 
• meetings 
• politics involved in decision making 
• feeling bogged down by piles of bureaucracy 
• paperwork/state reports, forms. Dept. of Education smff 
• low pay for the collaboration that is needed 
• public attacks over declining enrollment, etc. 
• the constant criticism of public education and teachers that I feel is unwarranted and serves 
only as a public football 
• parents today are non-supportive of their children and schools and want to blame anyone but 
themselves for the problems their children have 
• lack of money to pay teachers what they deserve and need—I am appalled at the amount of 
money teachers are paid in Iowa—and then we wonder why teachers leave the profession to go 
to another state (in Kansas, starting salary/benefits is almost $8(XX) more than it is in Iowa) 
• school board members who want to be superintendents and principals—I have 4 out of 5 now 
• no feedback on performance—no evaluation by Board for 2 years 
• lack of time spent with students 
• dealing with issues that really don't impact student achievement 
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• isolation from other education professionals 
• perception of power to do "what you want" by public and staff 
• lack of peer camaraderie 
• always being under the gun 
• always being diplomatic 
• having to try and solve all problems 
• mountains of paperwork/state reports 
• board members with an agenda and unwilling to take training 
• politics 
• collective bargaining 
• making decisions re; safety of students (weather related, cancel school or not) 
• K-12 
• every day is different 
• it is a challenge 
• feeling of insecurity—it is always there, because of past histories of school boards 
• paperwork/state reports—reports required to complete 
• lack of time to get everything done 
• extended hours which take me away from family/personal life 
• dealing with unreasonable patrons 
• fighting for adequate fimding 
• teacher negotiations 
• dealing with the legislators—they already have their mind made up 
• changes in board membership could mean less support 
• being a shared superintendent—meet yourself coming and going 
• demands on personal time 
• too many tasks to perform at once 
• limited resources 
• balance between personal and professional life—impossible to obtain 
• playing political games 
• supporting principals who make bad decisions 
• being made to worry about thoughts from a board member who didn't complete high school 
and is not successful after high school 
• trying to figure out how to motivate very busy people to want to do more 
• more being required of the state 
• maintaining balance between personal and professional life (lack of) 
• meeting needs of family/personal life situation Oack of time) 
• supervision of activities—want to attend but not always be in a supervision position 
• tons of paperwork/state reports 
• trouble is not doing the variety of tasks—it is being overwhelmed with work vs. time to 
complete it 
• night activities—continuous 
• all of the evening meetings 
• negotiations 
• paperwork/state reports 
• poor parental backing of education 
• pressure/stress from all facets 
• people who do not recognize where we are going and only focus on their personal needs now 
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• limitations of finances 
• time required 
• intelligence level (very low) of many of the parents/guardians I must work with 
• dealing with the political climate 
• changing board members 
• lack of substimte teachers available 
• held out as the highest paid (overpaid?) with little recognition of the time and effort related to 
that salary/benefits 
• never away from the pressure/stress 
• difficulty and complexity of budget and finances 
• non-communicative board members—no open communications (I receive very high marks on 
my evaluations but they don't verbalize it!!) 
• dealing with school closures due to weather, bomb threats, etc. 
• board misunderstanding of their role—they make policy and do not "run" the schools 
• being all things to all people at all times 
• lack of respect and support 
• amount to time required 
• too much paperwork/state reports and govenmient red tape 
• parents are not knowledgeable about education but want to run the system 
• lonely at the top feeling—no one in cotnmunity understands my job 
• state mandates without fiinds 
• no prerequisites to being a board member other than being of age and a district resident 
• pressure of meeting times outside of the district 
• unionization of public schools—particularly licensed staff 
• change factor 
• variety of programs 
• complaints from unreasonable persons 
• long hours (days and weeks) 
• conflicting expectations from public, parents, state, federal and locals 
• state paperwork/state reports (reports, etc.)—schools are shon administrators 
• direction the state is going with testing, etc.—mandates are not the answer 
• some things outside of our control (school violence, fimding, etc.) 
• always struggling financially 
• board members can make or break—Board (job security)??? 
• constantly changing state reports and requirements 
• inordinate amount of time spent on paperwork/ state reports and reports 
• dealing with the collective bargaining process 
• trying to be an expert in all areas 
• volume of repetitive reports, paperwork/state reports 
• negotiations 
• public expectations to know everything that goes on in system 
• micromanagement by board 
• dealing with criticism of public education form people not associated w/schools 
• school board members whose primary concern in keeping property taxes down 
• long hours/being expected to be at all school related activities 
• number of evening meetings 
• salary/benefits compared to CEO's of comparable organizations 
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• salary/benefits compared to other state school superintendents 
• increasing demand for PR with the conununity, leaving little time to do other tasks 
• increase of record keeping and accountability reporting 
• confronting, hard but necessary 
• paperwork/state reports 
• having a voice that can be heard on issues important to education 
• feeling of accomplishment when goals are achieved 
• many conflicts at times 
• people want answers not problem solving 
• expectation that you need to be everywhere all the time 
• always in the spotlight, never able to walk away form the job in the community 
• negotiations 
• state paperwork/state reports, reports 
• relationship with the state board of educational examiners 
• lack of pay and benefits for education and experience and time 
• having to be a political person vs. problem solver and change agent 
• Board (job seciirity)dealing with the "get in your face" attimdes of many parents 
• dealing with board members' persona agendas and board politics 
• there is always a shortfall in funding 
• general lack of respect from parents and smdents 
• working for a board of education that is not prepared for their task 
• spending so much of my time dealing with "pulling rabbits out of a hat" in order to have the 
financial wherewithal to provide services and opportunities to the children of the district 
• board meetings 
• unreasonable requests 
• "fighting" with union entities from day one 
• progress in "change" is uniquely low 
• lack of true suppon from the state—they make the rules but have NO idea of what their actions 
cause (i.e., more work, less results) 
• negotiations 
• constant change—by other agencies without a reasonable rationale 
• quality of elected board members 
• feeling attacked (lack of support from essential board members) 
• everyone wants to help make decisions but few want the responsibility 
• responding to angry people who cannot raise their own children 
• expected to work with two or more towns when they have to agree on an issue 
• the money does not equal the pressure/stress 
• school boards change yearly and that can preseiu a problem 
• having to make staff reductions 
• paperwork/state reports 
• dealing with many situations all in one day and being expected to recall each 
• detail months later 
• the sense of never getting caught up 
• state paperwork/state reports 
• preparing for and anending board meetings 
• the school improvement issue 
• having to make the tough decisions with no support including the board 
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• no one except other superintendents how difficult a job it is 
• community expectations are much higher for superintendents than all other educators 
• politics overriding sound educational decisions 
• community expectations to be knowledgeable/informed on every program, incident, policy, 
etc. 
• initiating, managing systemic change 
• lack of support by Iowa Legislature 
• lack of support by some school boards 
• attitude by some public and news media toward superintendents 
• paperwork/state reports—state reports 
• the position can become very political at times 
• negotiations 
• inane discussions about "playing time" on varsity sports 
• weather-related decisions 
• being expected to know everything about the district 
• having to work with persoiialities of board members 
• having to work with/for my board members with inadequate backgrounds and improper 
agendas 
• total lack of Board (job security) 
• public perception of superintendents 
• work at the whim of board 
• hiring and firing 
• calling off school due to weather 
• ridiculous amount of paperwork/state reports that has very little or no impact on educating kids 
• meaningless meetings—waste of time 
• the 3-ring circus created by the feds, DE and AEAs 
• staff issues which lead to dismissal 
• weather calls 
• open season on criticism of coaches 
• tenure—serving at the will of the board 
• state dictated paperwork/state reports 
• being removed from the students 
• board members that do not feel the need for self-training 
• citizens that don't bother to gather facts 
• turnover in school board members 
• going through the process of inservicing them, especially ones who do not have a clue as to 
what is going on 
• high community profile—prefer a little anonymity 
• diversity of topics—difficult to be an expert 
• nights 
• snow 
• pressure of balancing perspectives 
• time constraints 
• constant financial challenges 
• conducting board meetings 
• networking with colleagues 
• lobbying state politicians 
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• working with a board of people that do not understand our role—if they choose not to accept 
training, you are stuck 
• called daUy to make decisions-^nany are controversial—doesn't lend itself to Board (job 
security) 
• for the responsibility, expectations, qualifications incumbent in the position, the con:^)ensation 
benefits are not in sync 
• time away from family/personal life in evenings 
• contract negotiations with certified staff 
• paperwork/state reports 
• amount of paperwork/state reports required with the job 
• negotiations 
• pressure/stress 
• balancing the dynamics of a school board (special interests) with school improvement needs 
• lack of trust of administrators in general 
• constituents thinking you can change anything in an instant 
• expectations placed on district/schools form outside (primarily political) sources 
• lack of adequate time/resources/persoimel to do the job correctly 
• constant bombardment by DM Register and WHO radio about inadequacy of Iowa public 
education 
• parent attacks on employees (sometimes physical) when they have little of the truth to support 
often bizarre positions 
• the number of off the job hours can be overwhelming but necessary to complete the 
tremendous workload associated with the position 
• 24 hours per day—7 days a week on call 
• change of parents behaviors in role model for their kids 
• state/federal leaders not having clear mission where they want us to go 
• public life is always...there is no private life 
• designing cuts to meet budget 
• answering criticisms of public education 
• dealing with special education issues 
• dealing with some special education students parents 
• endless meetings/committees 
• being expected to be at all places at all times 
• misinformation 
• ability to positively affect the growth of children 
• independence 
• the challenge to make education/society better 
• massive amounts of paperwork/state reports from state level 
• inadequacy of funding which limits many changes 
• lack of support from board/community 
• lack of personal time 
• special interest pressure/appeals/complaints 
• not enough resources/money 
• labor shortages 
• paperwork/state reports 
• time squeeze (balancing family/personal life and work) 
• distance from kids—but I make a point to "pencil" time in 
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• security of job 
• changes in boards can change direction and focus 
• time demand is too great 
• having to be tactful to a few over the top patrons 
• too many night activities 
• the opportunity to create climate and nurture culture 
• set direction 
• develop vision 
• negative people you have to deal with on a daily basis 
• large number of reports that must be filed with state DE—sometimes the reports ask for 
duplicate information—it would be nice for the departments to share information 
• must attend too many evening activities and meetings 
• must wear too many hats in a small school 
• people that are uninformed about issues 
• all the paperwork/state reports 
• DOE 
• negotiations 
• farther away from the daily contact with smdents and staff—can lead to being out of touch 
• driving the roads in the winter a.m. 
• 24 hours per day—need time to relax with family/personal life 
• number of evenings out 
• senseless number of reports and paperwork/state reports 
• time to focus on significant issues 
• finances, finding the dollars to do what's needed 
• nights 
• snow 
• public ignorance of the process 
• difficulty in initiating change 
• the organization of education and how difficult it is to move public attitude when dealing with 
their child in a difficult situation 
• the variety of things that have to be dealt with 
• the freedom to do and go to various educational workshops 
• the development of the entire program rather than one area 
• time demands vs. community expectations 
• pay vs. level of responsibility 
• lack of fimding 
• micromanaging by the board is the very biggest problem 
• the amount of paperwork/state reports 
• mail 
• meeting the challenge of attacks on public education 
• believing that tenure is necessary to make change 
• receiving support from the board 
• my personal life is in fact a public life 
• always being a public target, whether good or bad 
• time requirement to be successful, missing family/personal life time 
• the constant struggle to present quality programs in a declining enrollment district—constant 
fmancial problems 
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Table J.l. Comparison of mean responses to seek the superintendency by gender (independent t-
test)* 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Having the opportimity to serve in the top 
leadership role 
Male 276 3.22 0.91 1.75 0.08 
Female 11 2.73 1.20 
Desire to serve all learners in my community 
Male 277 3.10 0.87 1.39 0.16 
Female 11 2.73 0.91 
Desire to make significant changes to schools 
to improve them 
Male 276 3.42 0.76 1.03 0.31 
Female 11 3.18 0.98 
Enhanced salary, benefits 
Male 276 2.95 0.83 0.87 0.39 
Female 11 2.73 1.19 
Increasing my level of prestige 
Male 276 1.52 1.21 0.66 0.51 
Female 11 1.27 1.35 
Getting paid to do something I like 
Male 277 2.78 0.98 0.49 0.63 
Female 11 2.64 0.92 
Being prepared for the opportunity 
Male 276 2.92 0.91 0.38 0.71 
Female 11 2.82 1.08 
Feeling a responsibility to "give 
something back" 
Male 276 2.57 1.01 0.38 0.71 
Female 11 2.45 1.21 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 
4 = Very important. 
Table J. 1. Continued 
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Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Having the opportunity to work with 
a variety of people 
Male 
Female 
275 2.83 0.90 0.04 0.97 
11 2.82 1.08 
Increasing my level of power 
Male 
Female 
276 
II 
1.13 
1.18 
1.15 
1.17 
-0.15 0.89 
Desire to shape the future 
Male 
Female 
276 
11 
3.23 
3.27 
0.78 
0.79 
-0.17 0.87 
Having the opportunity to be 
competitive, challenged 
Male 
Female 
277 
11 
2.98 
3.09 
0.97 
1.14 
-0.36 0.72 
Intellecmal stimulation 
Male 
Female 
277 
11 
2.88 
3.00 
0.94 
0.63 
-0.42 0.68 
Encouragement, support from others 
Male 
Female 
276 
10 
2.82 
3.00 
1.00 
0.94 
-0.57 0.57 
Confidence in my abilities 
Male 
Female 
274 
11 
3.11 
3.36 
0.84 
0.51 
-0.98 0.33 
Table J,2. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by age of respondent' 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Significance 
(Scheffi6, Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. .05 level) significance significance 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 3 17.37 5.79 
Within groups 279 401.38 1.44 
Total 282 418.74 
4.02 0.01 Yes 1.08 
1.81 
35-44 
55-64 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 3 8.13 2.71 
Within groups 279 195.85 0.70 
Total 282 203.98 
3.86 O.OI Yes 2.83 
3.16 
45-54 
55-64 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 3 7.37 2.46 
Within groups 280 257.95 0.92 
Total 283 265.32 
2.67 0.05 Yes 
Being prepared for 
the opportunity Between groups 3 5.16 1.72 
Within groups 279 221.43 0.79 
Total 282 226.59 
2.17 0.09 No 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=lmportant, and4=Very important. 
Table J.2. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 3 7.76 
Within groups 279 364.40 
Total 282 372.16 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 3 3.27 
Within groups 278 274.51 
Total 281 277.78 
Having opportunity to 
be competitive, 
challenged Between groups 3 3.08 
Within groups 280 265.88 
Total 283 268.97 
Having opportunity to 
work with a variety 
of people Between groups 3 1.32 
Within groups 278 227.85 
Total 281 229.17 
Significance 
(Scheff6, Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. .05 level) significance significance 
2.59 1.98 0.12 No 
1.31 
1.09 1.10 0.35 No 
0.99 
1.03 1.08 0.36 No 
0.95 
0.44 0.54 0.66 No 
0.82 
Table J,2. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Desire to serve all 
learners in my 
community Between groups 3 1.19 
Within groups 280 216.43 
Total 283 217.62 
Confidence in my 
abilities Between groups 3 0.79 
Within groups 277 188.60 
Total 280 189.39 
Having the opportunity 
to serve in top 
leadership role Between groups 3 0.77 
Within groups 279 240.15 
Total 282 240.92 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 3 0.52 
Within groups 279 172.62 
Total 282 173.14 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 3 0.75 
Within groups 280 246.87 
Total 283 247.62 
MS 
Significance 
(Scheff6, Means of Location of 
F ratio F prob. .OS level) significance significance 
0.40 
0.77 
0.51 0.67 No 
0.26 
0.68 
0.39 0.76 No 
§ 
0.26 0.30 0.83 No 
0.86 
0.17 
0.62 
0.28 0.84 No 
0.25 
0.88 
0.28 0.84 No 
Table J.2. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Significance 
(Scheff6, Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. .OS level) significance significance 
Desire to make 
significant changcs 
to school Between groups 3 0.28 0.09 
Within groups 279 166.35 0.60 
Total 282 166.63 
0.16 0.93 No 
Feeling responsibility 
to "give something 
back" Between groups 3 0.24 0.08 
Within groups 279 292.88 1.05 
Total 82 293.12 
0.08 0.97 No 
Table J.3. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by highest degree completed" 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Significaticc 
(Scheff6, Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. .05 level) significance significance 
Confidence in my 
abilities Between groups 2 4.56 
Within groups 278 187.33 
Total 280 191.89 
3.38 0.04 Yes 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 2 2.63 1.31 
Within groups 280 168.51 0.60 
Total 282 171.14 
2.18 0.11 No 
Being prepared for 
the opportunity 
Having the opportunity 
to serve top 
leadership role 
Between groups 2 
Within groups 280 
Total 282 
Between groups 2 
Within groups 280 
Total 282 
3.29 1.65 1.98 0.14 No 
232.67 0.83 
235.96 
3.18 1.59 1.87 0.16 
238.34 0.85 
241.52 
No 
'0=Not important, 1= Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
Tabic J.3. Conlinued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 2 2.92 
Within groups 281 243.91 
Total 283 246.83 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 2 2.91 
Within groups 279 277.50 
Total 281 280.41 
Entianced salary, 
benefits Between groups 2 1.4S 
Within groups 280 202.7S 
Total 282 204.20 
Desire to serve all 
learners in my 
community 
Having the opportunity 
to work with a 
variety of people 
Between groups 2 1.07 
Within groups 281 214.90 
Total 283 215.97 
Between groups 2 1.16 
Within groups 279 232.67 
Total 281 233.83 
Significance 
(Scheffd, Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. .05 level) significance significance 
1.46 1.68 0.19 No 
0.87 
1.46 1.46 0.23 No 
1.00 
0.73 1.00 0.37 No 
0.72 
0.53 0.70 0.50 No 
0.76 
0.58 0.70 0.50 No 
0.83 
Table J.3. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Desire to make 
significant changes 
to schools Between groups 2 0.77 
Within groups 280 164.03 
Total 282 164.80 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 2 1.57 
Within groups 280 371.49 
Total 282 373.06 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 2 1.30 
Within groups 280 415.30 
Total 282 416.60 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 2 0.37 
Within groups 281 272.09 
Total 283 272.46 
Significance 
(Schefffi, Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. .05 level) significance significance 
0.38 0.65 0.52 No 
0.59 
0.78 0.59 0.55 No 
1.33 
0.65 0.44 0.65 No 
1.48 
0.19 0.19 0.82 No 
0.97 
Table J.3. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Significance 
(Scheff6, Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. .05 level) significance significance 
Having opportunity 
to be competitive, 
challenged Between groups 2 0.35 0.17 
Within groups 281 273.60 0.97 
Total 283 273.94 
0.18 0.84 No 
Feeling responsibility 
to "give something 
back" Between groups 2 0.17 0.09 
Within groups 280 293.37 1.05 
Total 282 293.54 
0.08 0.92 No 
Table J.4. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service (in pre-K-12 teaching)' 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Having opportunity to 
serve in top 
leadership role Between groups 3 8.71 2.90 
Within groups 271 219.89 0.81 
Total 274 228.60 
3.58 0.01 Yes 3.34 
2.90 
0-5 
11-25 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 3 10.01 3.34 
Within groups 271 390.48 1.44 
Total 274 400.49 
2.32 0.08 No 
Having opportunity 
to work with a 
variety of people Between groups 3 4.91 1.64 
Within groups 270 217.37 0.81 
Total 273 222.28 
2.03 0.11 No 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 3 7.38 2.46 
Within groups 271 359.51 1.33 
Total 274 366.89 
1.85 0.14 No 
*0=Not important, 1 =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
Table J.4. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
changes to schools Between groups 3 2.20 
Within groups 271 159.99 
Total 274 162.20 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 3 3.11 
Within groups 272 239.45 
Total 275 242.56 
Desire to serve all 
learners in my 
community Between groups 3 2.35 
Within groups 272 210.48 
Total 275 212.83 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 3 2.21 
Within groups 270 263.38 
Total 273 265.59 
Having opportunity to 
be competitive, 
challenged Between groups 3 2.11 
Within groups 272 255.84 
Total 275 257.94 
Means of Location of 
MS P ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.73 1.24 0.29 No 
0.59 
1.04 1.18 0.32 No 
0.88 
0.78 1.01 0.39 No 
0.77 
0.74 0.76 0.52 No 
0.98 
0.70 0.75 0.53 No 
0.94 
Table J.4. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 3 1.20 
Within groups 271 168.27 
Total 284 169.47 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 3 1.18 
Within groups 271 191.65 
Total 274 192.82 
Confidence in my 
abilities Between groups 3 0.55 
Within groups 269 179.43 
Total 272 179.99 
Feeling responsibility 
to "give something 
back" Between groups 3 0.61 
Within groups 271 283.26 
Total 274 283.88 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.40 
0.62 
0.64 0.59 No 
0.39 
0.71 
0.55 0.65 No 
0.18 0.28 0.84 No 
0.67 
0.20 0.20 0.90 No 
1.05 
Table J.4. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Being prepared for the 
opportunity Between groups 3 0.45 0.15 
Within groups 271 222.94 0.82 
Total 274 223.40 
0.18 0.91 No 
Getting paid to do 
something 1 like Between groups 3 0.14 O.OS 
Within groups 272 260.82 0.96 
Total 275 260.96 
0.05 0.99 No 
Table J.5. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service (in pre-K-12 administration, not as 
a superintendent)" 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. Signiflcance significance significance 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 3 7.62 2.54 
Within groups 272 186.77 0.69 
Total 275 194.39 
3.70 Yes 3.15 
2.73 
0-5 
11-25 
Being prepared for 
the opportunity Between groups 3 4.08 1.36 
Within groups 272 219.87 0.81 
Total 275 223.95 
1.68 0.17 No 
Confidence in my 
abilities Between groups 3 3.25 1.08 
Within groups 270 189.01 0.70 
Total 273 192.26 
1.55 0.20 No 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 3 
Within groups 272 
Total 275 
2.67 0.89 1.49 0.22 No 
162.49 0.60 
165.16 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and4=Very important. 
Table J.5. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 3 S.ll 
Within groups 272 362.20 
Total 275 367.30 
Having opportunity to 
serve in top 
leadership role 
Feeling a responsibility 
to "give something 
back" 
Between groups 3 3.24 
Within groups 272 232.80 
Total 275 236.04 
Between groups 3 3.43 
Within groups 272 280.76 
Total 275 284.18 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 3 2.98 
Within groups 273 251.46 
Total 276 254.43 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.70 1.28 0.28 No 
1.33 
1.08 1.26 0.29 No 
0.86 
1.14 1.11 0.35 No 
1.03 
0.99 
0.92 
1.08 0.36 No 
Table J.5. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Desire to serve all 
learners in my 
community Between groups 3 2.40 
Within groups 273 212.69 
Total 276 215.09 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 3 2.99 
Within groups 271 263.31 
Total 274 266.31 
Desire to make changes 
to schools Between groups 3 1.73 
Within groups 272 160.82 
Total 275 162.55 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 3 1.98 
Within groups 273 241.09 
Total 276 243.07 
Having opportunity to 
be competitive, 
challenged Between groups 3 2.13 
Within groups 273 263.74 
Total 276 265.87 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.80 
0.78 
1.03 0.38 No 
1.00 
0.97 
1.03 0.38 No 
N> I—* SC 
0.58 
0.59 
0.97 0.41 No 
0.66 
0.88 
0.75 0.53 No 
0.71 0.74 0.53 No 
0.97 
Table J.5. Continued 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 3 1.92 0.64 
Within groups 272 408.99 1.50 
Total 275 410.91 
0.42 0.74 No 
Having opportunity 
to work with a 
variety of people Between groups 3 0.53 0.18 
Within groups 271 224.43 0.83 
total 274 224.96 
0.21 0.89 No 
Table J.6. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service {outside of Iowa)" 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 3 8.44 2.81 
Within groups 183 179.57 0.98 
Total 186 188.01 
2.87 0.04 Yes 
Being prepared for 
the opportunity Between groups 3 S.21 1.74 
Within groups 183 151.17 0.83 
Total 186 156.39 
2.10 0.10 No 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Having the opportunity 
to work with a 
variety of people Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
183 
186 
3 
181 
184 
2.68 
140.27 
142.95 
2.71 
145.04 
147.75 
1 
0.89 
0.77 
0.90 
0.80 
1.17 0.32 
1.13 0.34 
No 
No 
'0=Not important, I=Slightly imporlant, 2=Somewhat imporlant, 3=Important, and4=Very imporiant. 
Table J.6. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 3 1.87 
Within groups 183 110.14 
Total 186 112.01 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 3 3.06 
Within groups 183 257.46 
Total 186 260.52 
Confidence in my 
abilities Between groups 3 1.27 
Within groups 182 127.95 
Total 185 129.23 
Desire to serve all 
learners in my 
community Between groups 3 1.44 
Within groups 183 152.65 
Total 186 154.10 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 3 2.13 
Within groups 182 232.37 
Total 185 234.50 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.62 1.03 0.38 No 
0.60 
1.02 0.73 0.54 No 
1.41 
0.42 0.60 0.61 No 
0.70 
0.48 0.58 0.63 No 
0.83 
0.71 0.56 0.65 No 
1.28 
Table J.6. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Desire to make 
significant changes 
to schools Between groups 3 0.66 
Within groups 182 111.24 
Total 185 111.90 
Having opportunity 
to serve in top 
leadership role Between groups 3 0.79 
Within groups 182 133.17 
Total 185 133.96 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 3 0.37 
Within groups 183 155.49 
Total 186 155.86 
Having opportunity 
to be competitive, 
challenged Between groups 3 0.33 
Within groups 183 180.62 
Total 186 180.95 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 3 0.27 
Within groups 181 185.33 
Total 184 185.60 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.22 0.36 0.78 No 
0.61 
0.26 0.36 0.78 No 
0.73 
0.12 0.15 0.93 No 
0.85 
0.11 0.11 0.95 No 
0.99 
0.09 0.09 0.97 No 
1.02 
Table J.6. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS 
Means of Location of 
F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Feeling a responsibility 
to "give something 
back" Between groups 3 0.24 0.08 
Within groups 183 164.87 0.90 
Total 186 165.11 
0.09 0.97 No 
to K> 4^ 
Table J.7. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service {in Iowa)" 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS P ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Having opportunity to 
serve in top 
leadership role Between groups 3 9.21 3.07 
Within groups 274 228.43 0.83 
Total 277 237.64 
3.68 0.01 Yes 2.90 
3.39 
6-10 
11-25 
Having opportunity to 
work with a variety 
of people Between groups 3 8.10 2.70 
Within groups 273 218.93 0.80 
Total 276 227.03 
3.37 0.02 Yes 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 3 12.15 4.05 
Within groups 274 343.39 1.25 
Total 277 355.54 
3.23 0.02 Yes 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 3 7.48 2.49 
Within groups 275 261.84 0.95 
Total 278 269.32 
2.62 0.05 Yes 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
Table J.7. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 3 8.55 
Within groups 274 396.86 
Total 277 405.41 
Having opportunity to 
be competitive, 
challenged Between groups 3 3.26 
Within groups 275 264.51 
Total 278 267.77 
Confidence in iny 
abilities Between groups 3 1.66 
Within groups 272 186.90 
Total 275 188.56 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 3 1.76 
Within groups 274 200.20 
Total 277 201.96 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 3 1.60 
Within groups 275 239.23 
Total 278 240.82 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
2.85 1.97 0.12 No 
1.45 
1.09 1.13 0.34 No 
0.96 
0.55 0.80 0.49 No 
0.69 
0.59 0.80 0.49 No 
0.73 
0,53 0.61 0.61 No 
0.87 
Table J.7. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 3 0.83 
Within groups 274 170.44 
Total 277 171.27 
Being prepared for 
the opportunity Between groups 3 0.83 
Within groups 274 229.92 
Total 277 230.75 
Desire to make 
significant changes 
to schools Between groups 3 0.42 
Within groups 274 164.84 
Total 277 165.25 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 3 0.64 
Within groups 273 281.60 
Total 276 282.24 
Desire to serve all 
learners in my 
community Between groups 3 0.42 
Within groups 275 213.85 
Total 278 214.27 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.28 0.44 0.72 No 
0.62 
0.28 0.33 0.80 No 
0.84 
0.14 0.23 0.88 No 
0.60 
0.21 0.21 0.89 No 
1.03 
0.14 0.18 0.91 No 
0.78 
Table J.7. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS 
Means of Location of 
F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Feeling responsibility 
to "give something 
back" Between groups 3 0.44 0.15 
Within tjh.ups 274 283.90 J.04 
Total 277 284.33 
0.14 0.94 No 
Table J.8. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by years of service (in current position)' 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Having opportunity to 
work with a 
variety of people Between groups 3 7.76 2.59 
Within groups 276 224.01 0.81 
Total 279 231.77 
3.19 0.02 Yes 
Desire to serve all 
learners in 
community Between groups 3 4.72 1.57 
Within groups 278 211.56 0.76 
Total 281 216.28 
2.07 0.10 No 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 3 5.91 1.97 
Within groups 276 266.52 0.97 
Total 279 272.43 
2.04 0.11 No 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 3 7.35 2.45 
Within groups 277 404.75 1.46 
Total 280 412.10 
1.68 0.17 No 
'0=Not important, 1 =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very Important. 
Table J.8. Conlinued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 3 4.60 
Within groups 278 261.42 
Total 281 266.02 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 3 6.47 
Within groups 277 365.84 
Total 280 372.31 
Desire to make 
significant changes 
to schools 
Having opportunity to 
be competitive, 
challenged 
Between groups 3 2.11 
Within groups 277 163.82 
Total 280 165.94 
Between groups 3 2.45 
Within groups 278 263.50 
Total 281 265.94 
ConHdence in my 
abilities Between groups 3 1.59 
Within groups 276 190.28 
Total 279 191.87 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.53 
0.94 
1.63 0.18 No 
2.16 
1.32 
1.63 0.18 No 
0.70 1.19 0.31 
0.59 
No 
0.82 
0.95 
0.86 0.46 No 
0.53 
0.69 
0.77 0.51 No 
Table J.8. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 3 1.70 
Within groups 278 244.95 
Total 281 246.66 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 3 1.32 
Within groups 277 201.07 
Total 280 202.40 
Being prepared for 
(he opportunity Between groups 3 0.95 
Within groups 277 231.46 
Total 280 232.41 
Feeling responsibility 
to "give something 
back" Between groups 3 1.06 
Within groups 278 288.75 
Total 281 289.81 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 3 0.44 
Within groups 277 170.98 
Total 280 171.42 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.57 0.64 0.59 No 
0.88 
0.44 0.61 0.61 No 
0.73 
0.32 0.38 0.77 No 
0.84 
0.35 0.34 0.80 No 
1.04 
0.15 0.24 0.87 No 
0.62 
Table J.8. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS 
Means of Location of 
F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Having opportunity to 
serve in the top 
leadership role Between groups 3 
Within groups 277 
Total 280 
0,38 0.13 
239.65 0.87 
240.03 
0.15 0.93 No 
N) 
N> 
233 
Table J.9. Comparison of mean responses to seek the superintendency by single or shared district 
(independent t-test)* 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Desire to shape the future 
Single district 
Shared district 
264 
17 
3.24 
2.94 
0.78 
0.83 
1.54 0.12 
Increasing my level of prestige 
Single district 
Shared district 
265 
16 
1.53 
1.06 
1.22 
1.00 
1.51 0.13 
Getting paid to do something I like 
Single district 
Shared district 
265 
17 
2.78 
2.53 
0.97 
1.07 
1.03 0.30 
Feeling a responsibility to "give something back" 
Single district 265 2.58 1.03 
Shared district 17 2.36 1.00 
0.87 0.38 
Increasing my level of power 
Single district 
Shared district 
264 
17 
1.15 
1.00 
1.16 
1.06 
0.53 0.60 
Having the opportunity to work with a 
variety of people 
Single district 
Shared district 
263 
17 
2.83 
2.76 
0.91 
0.97 
0.28 0.78 
Intellectual stimulation 
Single district 
Shared district 
265 
17 
2.88 
2.82 
0.93 
1.07 
0.24 0.81 
Having the opportunity to serve in the 
top leadership role 
Single district 
Shared district 
264 3.20 0.93 0.09 
17 3.18 0.88 
0.93 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 
4=Very important. 
Table J.9. Continued 
234 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Desire to make significant changes 
to schools 
Single district 
Shared district 
264 
17 
3-41 
3.41 
0.78 
0.71 
-0-01 0.99 
Confidence in my abilities 
Single district 
Shared district 
263 
17 
3-11 
3-12 
0.85 
0.49 
-0.04 0-97 
Having the opportunity to be competitive, 
challenged 
Single district 
Shared district 
265 
17 
2.97 
3.12 
0.99 
0.93 
-0.62 0.54 
Desire to serve all learners in my community 
Single district 265 3.07 0.88 
Shared district 17 3.24 0.66 
-0.75 0.45 
Encouragement, support from others 
Single district 
Shared district 
263 
17 
2.81 
3.00 
1.00 
0.87 
-0.75 0.45 
Enhanced salary, benefits 
Single district 
Shared district 
264 
17 
2.93 
3.12 
0.83 
1.05 
-0.88 0-38 
Being prepared for the opportunity 
Single district 
Shared district 
264 
17 
2.90 
3.12 
0.91 
0.93 
-0.94 0.35 
Table J. 10. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superinteiidency by size of district" 
Source of Means of Location of 
Factor variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Having opportunity to 
work with a 
variety of people Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
6 
278 
284 
13.14 
221.44 
234.58 
2.19 
0.80 
2.75 0.01 Yes 2.71 
3.55 
2.75 
400-599 
2500-7499 
1000-2499 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
6 
280 
286 
13.30 
265.91 
249.21 
2.22 
0.84 
2.63 0.02 Yes 
Having opportunity to 
serve in top 
leadership role Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
6 
279 
285 
11.65 
230.59 
242.24 
1.94 
0.83 
2.35 0.03 Yes 
Being prepared for 
the opportunity Between groups 
Within groups 
6 
279 
10.35 
226.80 
1.72 
0.81 
2.12 0.05 Yes 
Total 285 237.15 
*0=Not important, 1 = Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
Table J. 10. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 6 7.33 
Within groups 279 165.43 
Total 285 172.77 
Feeling responsibility 
to give "something 
back" Between groups 6 10.85 
Within groups 280 285.58 
Total 286 296.43 
Desire to make 
significant changes 
to schools Between groups 6 4.59 
Within groups 279 162.73 
Total 285 167.31 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 6 6.60 
Within groups 278 269.31 
Total 284 275.92 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.22 2.06 0.06 No 
0.59 
1.81 1.77 0.10 No 
1.02 
0.76 1.31 0.25 No 
0.58 
1.10 
0.97 
1.14 0.34 No 
Table J. 10. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Desire to serve all 
learners in my 
community Between groups 6 4.60 
Within groups 280 213.39 
Total 286 217.99 
Confidence in my 
abilities Between groups 6 3.59 
Within groups 278 191.11 
Total 284 194.70 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 6 4.54 
Within groups 280 267.73 
Total 286 272.28 
Having opportunity to 
be competitive, 
challenged Between groups 6 4.21 
Within groups 280 268.70 
Total 286 272.91 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 6 2.59 
Within groups 279 201.62 
Total 285 204.21 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.77 1.00 0.42 No 
0.76 
0.60 0.87 0.52 No 
0.69 
N) 
Oi 
•vl 
0.76 0.79 0.58 No 
0.96 
0.70 0.73 0.62 No 
0.96 
0.43 0.60 0.73 No 
0.72 
Table J. 10. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 6 4.34 0.72 
Within groups 279 371.34 1.33 
Total 285 375.68 
0.54 0.78 No 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 6 2.31 0.39 
Within groups 279 417.13 1.50 
Total 285 419.44 
0.26 0.96 No 
Table J. 11. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by work load of respondent' 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
2 9.05 4.52 
280 266.81 0.95 
282 275.86 
4.74 0.01 Yes 2.79 
3.47 
Full-time 
supt. 
Full-time 
combination 
Enhanced salary, 
benefits Between groups 2 3.18 1.59 
Within groups 281 199.92 0.71 
Total 283 203.10 
2.23 0.11 No 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 2 1.33 0.66 1.09 0.34 No 
Within groups 281 171.34 0.61 
Total 283 172.66 
Having opportunity to 
be competitive, 
challenged Between groups 2 1.36 0.68 0.71 0.49 No 
Within groups 282 269.55 0.96 
Total 284 270.91 
'0=Not important, I ^ Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Imporlant, and 4=Very important. 
Table J. 11. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Desire to serve all 
learners in my 
community Between groups 2 0.89 
Within groups 282 216.25 
Total 284 217.14 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 2 1.02 
Within groups 282 246.93 
Total 284 247.94 
Having opportunity to 
work with a variety 
of people Between groups 2 0.81 
Within groups 280 231.00 
Total 282 231.81 
Having opportunity to 
serve in the top 
leadership role Between groups 2 0.69 
Within groups 281 240.87 
Total 283 241.56 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.45 0.58 0.56 No 
0.77 
0.51 0.58 0.56 No 
0.88 
0.41 0.49 0.61 No 
0.83 
0.34 0.40 0.67 No 
0.86 
Table J. 11. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Feeling responsibility 
to "give something 
back" Between groups 2 0.66 
Within groups 282 295.26 
Total 284 295.92 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 2 0.68 
Within groups 281 314.97 
Total 283 375.64 
Desire to make 
significant changes 
to schools Between groups 2 0.20 
Within groups 281 166.60 
Total 283 166.80 
Confidence in my 
abilities Between groups 2 0.22 
Within groups 280 193.69 
Total 282 193.92 
Getting paid to do 
something I like Between groups 2 0.18 
Within groups 282 270.54 
Total 284 270.72 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.33 0.31 0.73 No 
1.05 
0.34 0.25 0.78 No 
1.33 
0.10 0.17 0.85 No 
0.59 
0.11 0.16 0.85 No 
0.69 
0.09 0.09 0.91 No 
0.96 
Table J. 11. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 2 0.19 0.09 
Within groups 281 416.80 1.48 
Total 283 416.99 
0.06 0.94 No 
Being prepared for 
the opportunity Between groups 2 0.04 0.02 
Within groups 281 235.93 0.84 
Total 283 235.97 
0.03 0.97 No 
Table J. 12. One-way ANOVA of motivational factors to seek the superintendency by location of school district" 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Increasing my level 
of power Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Having the opportunity 
to work with a 
variety of people Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
14 
267 
281 
14 
266 
280 
30.51 
339.63 
370.15 
16.37 
214.10 
230.47 
2.18 
1.27 
1.17 
0.80 
1.71 0.05 Yes 
1.45 0.13 No 
Being prepared for 
the opportunity Between groups 14 15.50 1.11 
Within groups 267 218.78 0.82 
Total 281 234.28 
1.35 0.18 No 
Confidence in my 
abilities Between groups 14 12.62 0.90 
Within groups 266 180.50 0.68 
Total 280 193.12 
1.33 0.19 No 
'0=Not important, I =Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 4=Very important. 
Table J. 12. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Having the opportunity 
to serve in the top 
leadership role Between groups 14 15.25 
Within groups 268 225.67 
Total 282 240.92 
Enhanced salary, 
beneflts Between groups 14 12.49 
Within groups 267 185.91 
Total 281 198.40 
Intellectual stimulation Between groups 14 14.40 
Within groups 268 231.52 
Total 282 245.92 
Encouragement, 
support from others Between groups 14 16.03 
Within groups 266 258.43 
Total 280 274.46 
Desire to shape the 
future Between groups 14 7.78 
Within groups 267 164.24 
Total 281 172.02 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Signiflcance signiflcance signiflcance 
1.09 1.29 0.21 No 
0.84 
0.89 
0.70 
1.28 0.22 No 
1.03 
0.86 
1.19 0.28 No 
1.14 1.18 0.29 
0.97 
No 
0.56 0.90 0.56 No 
0.62 
Table J. 12, Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Desire to serve all 
learners in my 
community 
Feeling a responsibility 
to "give something 
back" 
Between groups 14 9.72 
Within groups 268 206.24 
Total 282 215.96 
Between groups 14 12.68 
Within groups 268 282.44 
Total 282 295.12 
Desire to make 
significant changes 
to schools to 
improve them Between groups 14 6.37 
Within groups 268 160.26 
Total 282 166.63 
Increasing my level 
of prestige Between groups 14 15.62 
Within groups 267 398.88 
Total 281 414.50 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.69 0.90 0.56 No 
0.77 
0.91 0.86 0.60 No 
1.05 
0.45 0.76 0.71 No 
0.60 
1.12 0.75 0.73 No 
1.49 
Table J. 12. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Getting paid to do 
something I hke 
Having the opportunity 
to be competitive, 
challenged 
Between groups 14 7.30 0.52 
Within groups 268 258.23 0.96 
Total 282 265.53 
Between groups 14 3.74 0.27 
Within groups 268 268.20 1.00 
Total 282 271.94 
0.54 0.91 
0.27 1.00 
No 
No 
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Table J. 13. Comparison of mean responses to seek the superintendency by career plans 
(independent t-test)* 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Having the opportunity to work with a 
variety of people 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
136 
148 
2.85 
2.80 
0.80 
0.99 
0.46 0.01 
Increasing my level of power 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
135 
150 
0.98 
1.28 
1.08 
1.20 
-2.24 0.04 
Confidence in my abilities 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
135 3.16 0.70 0.83 0.05 
148 3.08 0.93 
Increasing my level of prestige 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
136 1.34 1.12 -2.28 0.09 
149 1.66 1.28 
Encouragement, support from others 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
134 
150 
2.75 
2.87 
0.92 
1.06 
-1.01 0.10 
Intellectual stimulation 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
136 
150 
2.95 
2.81 
0.91 
0.95 
1.29 0.14 
Having the opportunity to serve in the 
top leadership role 
Superintendent in Iowa 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 
136 
149 
3.24 
3.17 
0.84 
0.99 
0.69 0.17 
Desire to serve all learners in my conununity 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.07 0.95 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 3.09 0.81 
-0.19 0.21 
*0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 
4=Very Important. 
Table J. 13. Continued 
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Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Having the opportunity to be competitive, 
challenged 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.05 1.02 1.02 0.50 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 2.93 0.94 
Feeling a responsibility to "give something back" 
Superintendent in Iowa 135 .2.68 1.01 1.77 0.73 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 149 2.46 1.02 
Desire to make significant changes to 
schools to improve them 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.04 0.80 -0.20 0.77 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 149 3.42 0.74 
Desire to shape the future 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.25 0.78 0.38 0.79 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 149 3.21 0.78 
Getting paid to do something I like 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 2.72 0.95 -0.86 0.85 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 2.82 1.00 
Being prepared for the opportunity 
Superintendent in Iowa 135 2.88 0.87 -0.60 0.87 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 2.95 0.95 
Enhanced salary, benefits 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 2.76 0.86 - 3.77 0.99 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 149 3.13 0.89 
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Table J. 14. Comparison of mean responses to remain a superintendent by gender (independent t-
test)* 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Feeling a strong network with colleagues 
Male 277 2.94 0.83 1.88 0.06 
Female 11 2.45 1.13 
Believing that tenure is necessary to make change 
Male 277 2.35 1.27 0.90 0.37 
Female 11 2.00 1.00 
Receiving support from the Board of Education 
Male 277 3.36 0.83 0.32 0.75 
Female 11 3.27 1.19 
Meeting the challenge of attacks on public education 
Male 277 2.54 1.03 0.27 0.79 
Female 11 2.45 1.29 
Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role 
Male 276 3.29 0.67 0.10 0.92 
Female 11 3.27 0.47 
Raising the quality of public education 
Male 277 3.43 0.64 -0.15 0.88 
Female 11 3.45 0.69 
Feeling valued by staff, smdents, and community 
Male 277 3.15 0.72 -0.15 0.88 
Female 11 3.18 0.60 
Providing adequate prestige 
Male 277 1.74 1.10 -0.24 0.81 
Female 11 1.82 1.17 
Maintaining balance between personal and 
professional life 
Male 276 2.84 1.00 -0.42 0.68 
Female 11 3.00 0.89 
'0=Not important, l=Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3=Important, and 
4=Very Important. 
Table J. 14. Continued 
250 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Having the capacity to deal with issues and people 
Male 276 3.32 0.70 -0.64 0.52 
Female 11 3.12 0.52 
Meeting needs of my family situation 
Male 277 2.93 1.00 -0.82 0.42 
Female 11 3.18 0.87 
Providing adequate power 
Male 275 1.35 1.11 -0.86 0.39 
Female 11 1.64 0.92 
Having an opportunity to mentor younger 
administrators 
Male 277 2.47 1.09 -1.06 0.29 
Female 11 2.82 0.87 
Wanting to see the change process succeed 
Male 277 3.21 0.78 -1.18 0.24 
Female 10 3.50 0.53 
Receiving adequate pay, benefits 
Male 277 3.01 0.83 -1.40 0.16 
Female 11 3.36 0.67 
Getting to work with a variety of people 
Male 277 2.77 0.86 -1.90 0.06 
Female 11 3.27 0.79 
Feeling that work is fiin and exciting 
Male 277 3.01 0.85 -2.09 0.04 
Female 11 3.55 0.52 
Fulfill my aspirations, feeling my work is 
personally meaningful 
Male 277 3.38 0.70 -3.38 0.01 
Female 11 3.82 0.41 
Table J. 15. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by age of respondent 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation Between groups 3 8.44 2.81 
Within groups 280 274.42 0.98 
Total 283 282.86 
2.87 0.04 Yes 3.33 
2.78 
35-44 
55-64 
Feeling valued by 
staff, students, and 
community Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 
Within oroiinc ithin groups 
Total 
3 
280 
283 
3 
279 
282 
3.58 
138.91 
142.49 
5.90 
246.01 
269.92 
1.19 
0.50 
1.97 
0.95 
2.40 0.07 No 
2.08 0.10 No 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Feeling a strong network 
with colleagues Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
280 
283 
3 
280 
283 
6.31 
335.35 
341.66 
3.19 
191.41 
194.59 
2.10 
1.20 
1.06 
0.68 
1.76 0.16 No 
1.55 0.20 No 
Table J. 15. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Fulfill aspirations, feel 
work is meaningful Between groups 3 2.01 
Within groups 280 134.42 
Total 283 136.43 
Receiving adequate 
pay. benefits Between groups 3 2.80 
Within groups 280 190.03 
Total 283 192.83 
Having opportunity to 
mentor younger 
administrators Between groups 3 3.59 
Within groups 280 327.38 
Total 283 330.97 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Wanting to see the change 
process succeed Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
280 
283 
3 
279 
282 
2.72 
301.68 
304.40 
1.07 
166.79 
167.85 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.67 1.40 0.24 No 
0.48 
0.93 1.37 0.25 No 
0.68 
1.20 1.02 0.38 No 
1.17 
0.91 0.84 0.47 No 
1.08 
0.36 0.59 0.62 No 
0.60 
Table J. 15. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Feeling that work is 
fun and exciting Between groups 3 1.14 
Within groups 280 196.S0 
Total 283 197.65 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people Between groups 3 1.09 
Within groups 280 200.47 
Total 283 201.56 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 3 1.50 
Within groups 278 336.74 
Total 281 338.24 
Raising the quality of 
public education Between groups 3 0.47 
Within groups 280 114.97 
Total 283 115.45 
Having capacity to 
deal with issues 
and people Between groups 3 0.52 
Within groups 279 133.57 
Total 282 134.09 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.38 0.54 0.65 No 
0.70 
0.36 
0.72 
0.51 0.68 No 
0.50 
1.21 
0.41 0.74 No 
0.16 0.38 0.76 No 
0.41 
0.17 0.36 0.78 No 
0.48 
Table J. 15. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Feeling strengths are 
best used in this role Between groups 
Williin orniinc ithin groups 
Total 
3 
279 
282 
0.47 
124.19 
124.66 
0.16 
0.45 
0.35 0.79 No 
Receiving support from 
the Board of 
Education Between groups 3 0.46 0.15 
Within groups 280 198.90 0.71 
Total 283 199.37 
0.22 0.88 No 
Believing tenure is 
necessary to make 
change Between groups 3 1.06 0.35 
Within groups 280 446.17 1.59 
Total 283 447.22 
0.22 0.88 No 
Table J. 16. One-way ANOVA of imporlant factors to remain a superintendent by highest degree completed 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Raising the quality 
of public education Between groups 2 3.46 1.73 
Within groups 281 111.84 0.40 
Total 283 115.30 
4.35 0.01 Yes 3.31 Specialist 
3.56 Ed.D. or 
Ph.D. 
Having capacity to 
deal with Issues 
and people Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Wanting to see the change 
process succeed Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
2 
280 
282 
2 
280 
282 
3.73 
130.36 
134.09 
3.04 
165.93 
168.98 
1.86 
0.47 
1.52 
0.59 
4.00 0.02 Yes 3.23 Specialist 
3.48 Ed.D. or 
Ph.D. 
2.57 0.08 No 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation Between groups 2 4.38 2.19 
Within groups 281 208.48 1.00 
Total 283 284.86 
2.19 0.11 No 
Having opportunity 
to mentor younger 
administrators Between groups 2 5.00 2.50 
Within groups 281 321.87 1.15 
Total 283 326.87 
2.18 0.11 No 
Table J. 16. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Feeling a strong network 
with colleagues Between groups 2 2.01 
Within groups 281 203.44 
Total 283 205.45 
Believing tenure is 
necessary to make 
change Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 
Within orniinc ithin groups 
Total 
2 
281 
283 
2 
280 
282 
4.00 
449.22 
453.22 
1.98 
276.69 
278.67 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 2 2.22 
Within groups 281 341.03 
Total 283 343.25 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.01 1.39 0.25 No 
0.72 
2.00 1.25 0.29 No 
1.60 
0.99 1.00 0.37 No 
0.99 
1.11 0.91 0.40 No 
1.21 
Table J. 16. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 2 1.97 
Within groups 281 306.68 
Total 283 308.65 
Receiving adequate 
pay, benefits Between groups 2 1.05 
Within groups 281 191.67 
Total 283 192.71 
Feeling that work is 
fiin and exciting Between groups 2 1.00 
Within groups 281 200.65 
Total 283 201.65 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 2 1.43 
Within groups 279 338.21 
Total 281 339.65 
Feeling valued by 
staff, students, and 
community Between groups 2 0.43 
Within groups 281 143.36 
Total 283 143.79 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.99 0.90 0.41 No 
1.09 
0.52 0.77 0.47 No 
0.68 
0.50 0.70 0.50 No 
0.71 
0.72 0.59 0.55 No 
1.21 
0.22 0.42 0.66 No 
0.51 
Table J. 16. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Fulfill aspirations, feeling 
work is meaningful Between groups 2 0.30 
Within groups 281 136.32 
Total 283 136.62 
0.15 
0.49 
0.31 0.73 No 
Feeling strengths are 
best used in this role Between groups 2 0.06 0.03 
Within groups 280 124.18 0.44 
Total 282 124.24 
0.06 0.94 No 
Receiving support 
from the Board of 
Education Between groups 2 0.03 0.01 
Within groups 281 203.34 0.72 
Total 283 203.37 
0.02 0.98 No 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people Between groups 2 0.02 0.01 
Within groups 281 208.73 0.74 
Total 283 208.74 
0.01 0.99 No 
Table J. 17. One-way ANOVA of imporlant factors to remain a superintendent by years of service (in pre-K teaching) 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS P ratio P prob. Significance significance significance 
Receiving support 
from the Board 
of Education 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation 
Between groups 3 12.26 4.09 6.05 0.00 
Within groups 272 183.78 0.68 
Total 275 196.04 
Between groups 3 10.99 3.66 3.92 0.01 
Within groups 272 254.30 0.93 
Total 275 265.29 
Yes 3.34 
3.36 
3.48 
0.00 
Yes 
0-5 
6-10 
11-25 
25+ 
Receiving adequate 
pay, benefits Between groups 3 7.08 2.36 
Within groups 272 168.40 0.62 
Total 275 175.48 
3.81 O.OI Yes 
Believing tenure is 
necessary to make 
change Between groups 3 12.83 4.28 
Within groups 272 414.38 1.52 
Total 275 427.20 
2.81 0.04 Yes 2.57 
2.00 
6-10 
25+ 
Table J. 17. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
271 
274 
7.57 
250.78 
258.35 
Feeling that work is 
fiin and exciting Between groups 3 5.15 
Within groups 272 191.67 
Total 275 196.82 
Fulfill aspirations, 
feeling work is 
meaningful Between groups 3 2.36 
Within groups 272 129.60 
Total 275 131.95 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 3 5.74 
Within groups 270 326.03 
Total 273 331.77 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
2.52 
0.93 
2.73 0.04 Yes 
1.72 
0.70 
2.44 0.07 No 
0.79 
0.48 
1.65 0.18 No 
1.91 
1.21 
1.59 0.19 No 
Table J. 17. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Having capacity to 
deal with issues 
and people Between groups 3 2.24 
Within groups 271 128.31 
Total 274 130.55 
Peeling valued by 
staff, students, 
and community Between groups 3 1.34 
Within groups 272 134.27 
Total 275 135.61 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people Between groups 3 1.50 
Within groups 272 198.88 
Total 275 200.39 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 3 2.29 
Within groups 272 329.95 
Total 275 332.25 
Means of Location of 
MS P ratio F prob. Significance signiHcance significance 
0.75 1.58 0.20 No 
0.47 
0.45 0.91 0.44 No 
0.49 
0.50 0.69 0.56 No 
0.73 
0.76 0.63 0.60 No 
1.21 
Table J. 17. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Wanting to see the 
change process 
succeed Between groups 3 1.09 
Within groups 271 164.09 
Total 274 165.19 
Raising the quality 
of public education Between groups 3 0.59 
Within groups 272 112.32 
Total 275 112.91 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 3 1.30 
Within groups 272 287.40 
Total 275 288.71 
Feeling a strong 
network with 
colleagues Between groups 3 0.69 
Within groups 272 194.13 
Total 275 194.83 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.36 0.60 0.61 No 
0.61 
0.20 0.48 0.70 No 
0.41 
0.43 0.41 0.75 No 
1.06 
0.23 0.32 0.81 No 
0.71 
Table J. 17. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS 
Means of Location of 
F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Feeling that my 
strengths are best 
used in this role 
Having an opportunity 
to mentor younger 
administrators 
Between groups 2 0.26 
Within groups 272 118.46 
Total 274 118.73 
Between groups 3 0.90 
Within groups 272 312.08 
Total 275 312.99 
0.13 
0.44 
0.30 0.74 No 
0.30 0.26 0.85 No 
1.15 
Table J. 18. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by years of service (in pre-K administration, not as a 
superintendent) 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance signiflcance significance 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 3 8.06 2.69 
Within groups 273 286.54 1.05 
Total 276 294.59 
2.56 0.06 No 
Having capacity to 
deal with issues 
and people Between groups 3 3.14 1.05 
Within groups 272 129.86 0.48 
Total 275 133.00 
2.19 0.09 No 
Fulfill aspirations, 
feeling work is 
meaningful Between groups 3 290.00 0.97 
Within groups 273 129.82 0.48 
Total 276 132.71 
2.03 0.11 No 
Wanting to see the 
change process 
succeed Between groups 3 2.98 0.99 
Within groups 272 162.83 0.60 
Total 275 165.81 
1.66 0.18 No 
Table J. 18. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Feeling valued by 
staff, students, 
and community Between groups 3 2.13 
Within groups 273 134.20 
Total 276 136.32 
Feeling that work is 
fun and exciting Between groups 3 3.01 
Within groups 273 191.96 
Total 276 194.97 
Believing that tenure 
is necessary to 
make change Between groups 3 6.54 
Within groups 273 425.24 
Total 276 431.78 
Receiving adequate 
pay, benefits Between groups 3 2.82 
Within groups 273 185.04 
Total 276 187.87 
Feeling strengths are 
best used in this role Between groups 3 1.69 
Within groups 272 120.70 
Total 275 122,39 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.71 1.44 0.23 No 
0.49 
1.00 1.42 0.24 No 
0.70 
2.18 1.40 0.24 No 
1.56 
0.94 1.39 0.25 No 
0.68 
0.56 1.27 0.28 No 
0.44 
Table J. 18. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 3 3.47 
Within groups 273 256.90 
Total 276 260.37 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation Between groups 3 3.49 
Within groups 273 272.70 
Total 276 276.19 
Raising the quality 
of public education Between groups 3 111.43 
Within groups 273 2.15 
Total 276 113.58 
Having opportunity 
to mentor younger 
administrators Between groups 3 3.74 
Within groups 273 317.47 
Total 276 321.21 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 3 3.65 
Within groups 271 329.71 
Total 274 333.36 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.16 1.23 0.30 No 
0.94 
1.16 
1,00 
1.17 0.32 No 
0.48 
0.41 
1.16 0.32 No 
1.25 
1.16 
1.07 0.36 No 
1.22 
1.22 
1.00 0.39 No 
Table J. 18. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people Between groups 3 1.94 0.65 
Within groups 273 199.92 0.73 
Total 276 201.86 
0.88 0.45 No 
Receiving support 
froin the Board of 
Education Between groups 3 1.55 0.52 
Within groups 273 192.62 0.71 
Total 276 194.17 
0.73 0.53 No 
Feeling a strong 
network with 
colleagues Between groups 3 1.47 0.49 
Within groups 273 195.08 0.71 
Total 276 196.56 
0.69 0.56 No 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 3 1.25 0.42 
Within groups 273 338.04 1.24 
Total 276 339.29 
0.34 0.80 No 
Table J. 19. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by years of service {outside of Iowa) 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Believing tenure is 
necessary to make 
change Between groups 3 
Within groups 183 
Total 186 
23.71 7.90 
297.83 1.63 
321.54 
4.86 0.00 Yes 2.43 
0.90 
2.67 
0-5 
11-25 
6-10 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 3 5.07 1.69 
Within groups 183 175.57 0,96 
Total 186 180.64 
1.76 0.16 No 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 3 4.63 1.55 
Within groups 182 201.49 1.11 
Total 185 206.13 
1.40 0.25 No 
Feeling that work is 
fiin and exciting Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Feeling a strong network 
with colleagues Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
183 
186 
3 
183 
186 
1.94 
135.02 
136.95 
1.76 
138.51 
140.27 
0.65 
0.74 
0.59 
0.76 
0.87 0.46 No 
0.78 0.51 No 
Table J. 19. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Receiving adequate 
pay, benefits Between groups 3 1.27 
Within groups 183 118.83 
Total 186 120.10 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 3 1.74 
Within groups 183 209.13 
Total 186 210.87 
Raising the quality 
of public education Between groups 3 0.59 
Within groups 183 74.52 
Total 186 75.11 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 3 1.56 
Within groups 183 204.49 
Total 186 206.04 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation Between groups 3 1.15 
Within groups 183 190.51 
Total 186 191.66 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.42 0.65 0.58 No 
0.65 
0.58 0.51 0.68 No 
1.14 
0.20 0.48 0.70 No 
0.41 
0.52 0.46 0.71 No 
1.12 
0.38 0.37 0.78 No 
1.04 
Table J. 19. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Having capacity to 
deal with issues 
and people Between groups 3 0.45 
Within groups 182 93.16 
Total 185 93.61 
Having opportunity 
to mentor younger 
administrators Between groups 3 0.97 
Within groups 183 211.61 
Total 186 212.59 
Receiving support 
from the Board 
of Education Between groups 3 0.57 
Within groups 183 143.20 
Total 186 143.78 
Fulfill aspirations, 
feeling work is 
meaningful Between groups 3 0.38 
Within groups 183 96.12 
Total 186 96.50 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.15 0.29 0.83 No 
0.51 
0.32 0.28 0.84 No 
1.16 
0.19 0.24 0.87 No 
0.78 
0.13 0.24 0.87 No 
0.53 
Table J. 19. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance : 
Peeling strengths are 
best used in this role Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
182 
185 
0.24 
77.23 
77.46 
0.08 
0.42 
0.19 0.91 No 
Wanting to see the 
change process 
succeed Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
183 
186 
0.24 
116.63 
116.87 
0.08 
0.64 
0.13 0.94 No 
Feeling valued by 
staff, students, 
and community Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
183 
186 
0.17 
95.64 
95.81 
0.06 
0.52 
0.11 0,96 No 
Means of Location of 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people Between groups 3 0.12 0.04 
Within groups 183 131.42 0.72 
Total 186 131.54 
0.06 0.98 No 
Table J.20, One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by years of service {in Iowa) 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df 
Means of Location of 
SS MS F ratio F prob. Signiflcance significance signiflcance 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 3 7.38 2.46 
Within groups 275 326.37 1.19 
Total 278 333.75 
2.07 0.10 No 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 3 6.46 2.15 
Within groups 275 295.03 1.07 
Total 278 301.49 
2.01 0.11 No 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation Between groups 3 5.80 1.93 
Within groups 275 266.40 0.97 
Total 178 272.19 
2.00 0.12 No 
Having capacity to 
deal with issues 
and people Between groups 3 2.32 0.77 
Within groups 274 131.82 0.48 
Total 277 134.14 
1.61 0.19 No 
Table J.20. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
274 
277 
4.36 
259.96 
264.32 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people Between groups 3 2.97 
Within groups 275 198.58 
Total 278 201.55 
Feeling valued by 
staff, students, 
and community Between groups 3 1.98 
Within groups 275 138.28 
Total 278 140.27 
Receiving support 
from the Board 
of Education Between groups 3 2.83 
Within groups 275 199.61 
Total 278 202.44 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.45 1.53 0.21 No 
0.95 
0.99 1.37 0.25 No 
0.72 
0.66 1.31 0.27 No 
0.50 
0.94 1.30 0.27 No 
0.73 
Table J.20. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Receiving adequate 
pay, benefits Between groups 3 2.53 
Within groups 275 181.11 
Total 278 183.64 
Wanting to see the 
change process 
succeed Between groups 3 2.14 
Within groups 274 166.34 
Total 277 168.48 
Fulfill aspirations, 
feeling work is 
meaningful Between groups 3 1.66 
Within groups 275 133.18 
Total 278 134.84 
Feeling strengths are 
best used in this role Between groups 3 1.38 
Within groups 274 118.43 
Total 277 119.81 
Feeling that work is 
fun and exciting Between groups 3 2.28 
Within groups 275 196.69 
Total 278 198.97 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.84 1.28 0.28 No 
0.66 
0.71 1.17 0.32 No 
0.61 
to 
0.55 1.14 0.33 No 
0.48 
0.46 1.06 0.37 No 
0.43 
0.76 1.06 0.37 No 
0.72 
Table J.20. Continued 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Peeling a strong network 
with colleagues Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
273 
276 
3 
275 
278 
3.71 
325.02 
328.73 
2.20 
196.37 
198.57 
1.24 
1.19 
0.73 
0.71 
1.04 0.38 No 
1.03 0.38 No 
Having opportunity to 
mentor younger 
administrators Between groups 3 2.69 0.90 
Within groups 275 321.06 1.17 
Total 278 323.74 
0.77 0.51 No 
Believing tenure is 
necessary to 
make change Between groups 3 2.58 0.86 
Within groups 275 443.58 1.61 
Total 278 446.16 
0.53 0.66 No 
Raising the quality of 
public education Between groups 3 0.23 0.08 
Within groups 275 113.86 0.41 
Total 278 114.09 
0.18 0.91 No 
Table J.21. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by years of service (in current position) 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. 
Means of Location of 
Significance significance significance 
Fulfill aspirations, feeling 
work is meaningful Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
278 
281 
2.64 
134.67 
137.31 
0.88 
0.48 
1.82 0.14 No 
Believing tenure is 
necessary to make 
change Between groups 3 8.22 
Within groups 278 436.11 
Total 281 444.33 
2.74 1.75 0.16 No 
1.57 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Feeling a strong network 
with colleagues Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
278 
281 
3 
278 
281 
5.19 
332.43 
337.62 
3.08 
202.35 
205.44 
1.73 1.45 0.23 No 
1.20 
1.03 1.41 0.24 No 
0.73 
Having capacity to 
deal with Issues 
and people Between groups 3 1.97 
Within groups 277 133.21 
Total 280 135.17 
0.66 1.36 0.25 No 
0.48 
Table J.21. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people Between groups 3 2.03 
Within groups 278 204.04 
Total 281 206.07 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 3 2.85 
Within groups 278 297.14 
Total 281 299.99 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 3 2.56 
Within groups 277 271.32 
Total 280 273.89 
Wanting to see the 
change process 
succeed Between groups 3 1.S2 
Within groups 277 167.67 
Total 280 169.19 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.68 0.92 0.43 No 
0.73 
0.95 0.89 0.45 No 
1.07 
0.85 0.87 0.46 No 
0.98 
0.51 0.84 0.47 No 
0.61 
Table J.21. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 3 2.75 
Within groups 276 330.95 
Total 279 333.70 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation 
Having opportunity to 
mentor younger 
administrators 
Feeling that work is 
fun and exciting 
Between groups 3 1.96 
Within groups 278 280.01 
Total 281 281.98 
Between groups 3 1.99 
Within groups 278 324.45 
Total 281 326.44 
Between groups 3 0.89 
Within groups 278 200.88 
Total 281 201,77 
Receiving adequate 
pay, benefits Between groups 3 0.76 
Within groups 278 191.12 
Total 281 191.87 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.92 
1.20 
0.77 0.51 No 
0.65 
1.00 
0.65 0.58 No 
0.66 
1.17 
0.57 0.64 No 
0.30 
0.72 
0.41 0.74 No 
0.25 0.37 0.78 No 
0.69 
Table J.21. Continued 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Feeling valued by 
staff, students, 
and community Between groups 3 0.56 0.19 
Within groups 278 140.57 0.51 
Total 281 141.13 
0.37 0.77 No 
Receiving support 
from the Board 
of Education Between groups 3 0.66 0.22 
Within groups 278 202.17 0.73 
Total 281 202.83 
0.30 0.82 No 
Raising the quality of 
public education Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Feeling strengths are 
best used in this role Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
3 
278 
281 
3 
277 
280 
0.14 
114.79 
114.94 
0.14 
123.93 
124.07 
0.05 
0.41 
0.05 
0.45 
0.11 0.95 No 
0.10 0.96 No 
280 
Table J.22. Comparison of mean responses to remain a superintendent by single or shared 
district (independent t-test)* 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Receiving support from the Board of Education 
Single district 265 3.38 0.83 1.78 0.08 
Shared district 17 3.00 1.06 
Meeting needs of my family situation 
Single district 265 2.97 1.00 1.75 0.08 
Shared district 17 2.53 1.01 
Receiving adequate pay, benefits 
Single district 265 3.05 0.80 1.45 0.17 
Shared district 17 2.65 1.12 
Maintaining balance between personal and 
professional life 
Single district 265 2.89 0.99 1.30 0.20 
Shared district 16 2.56 0.96 
Raising the quality of public education 
Single district 265 3.43 0.63 1.20 0.23 
Shared district 17 3.24 0.75 
Believing that tenure is necessary to make change 
Single district 265 2.35 1.26 0.75 0.45 
Shared district 17 2.12 1.36 
Meeting the challenge of attacks on public education 
Single district 265 2.55 1.06 0.74 0.46 
Shared district 17 2.35 0.86 
Fulfill my aspirations, feeling my work is 
personally meaningful 
Single district 265 3.41 0.68 0.72 0.48 
Shared district 17 3.24 0.97 
*0=Not important, 1= Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3= Important, and 
4=Very important. 
Table J.22. Continued 
281 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Having the capacity to deal with issues and people 
Single district 264 3.33 0.68 0.65 0.52 
Shared district 17 3.18 0.95 
Providing adequate prestige 
Single district 265 1.74 1.10 0.55 0.58 
Shared district 17 1.59 1.06 
Providing adequate power 
Single district 263 1.36 1.09 0.24 0.81 
Shared district 17 1.29 1.26 
Wanting to see the change process succeed 
Single district 264 3.22 0.77 0.22 0.83 
Shared district 17 3.18 0.88 
Feeling valued by staff, students, and community 
Single district 265 3.14 0.71 0.12 0.90 
Shared district 17 3.12 0.78 
Feeling that work is fun and exciting 
Single district 265 3.02 0.83 0.09 0.93 
Shared district 17 3.00 1.06 
Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role 
Single district 264 3.29 0.66 -0.04 0.97 
Shared district 17 3.29 0.69 
Feeling a strong network with colleagues 
Single district 265 2.91 0.86 -0.41 0.68 
Shared district 17 3.00 0.79 
Having an opportunity to mentor younger administrators 
Single district 265 2.45 1.07 -0.50 0.62 
Shared district 17 2.59 1.28 
Getting to work with a variety of people 
Single district 265 2.78 0.85 -0.74 0.46 
Shared district 17 2.94 1.09 
Table J.23. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by size of school district 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 6 17.66 2.94 
Within groups 280 291.71 1.04 
Total 286 309.37 
2.82 0.01 Yes 2.13 
3.63 
250-399 
7500+ 
Having capacity to 
deal with Issues 
and people Between groups 6 8.01 1.33 
Within groups 279 128.40 0.46 
Total 285 136.41 
2.90 0.01 Yes 
Raising the quality of 
public education Between groups 6 5.64 0.94 
Within groups 280 110.50 0.39 
Total 286 116.14 
2.38 0.03 Yes 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 6 16.03 2.67 
Within groups 278 326.88 1.18 
Total 284 342.91 
2.27 0.04 Yes 
Table J.23. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Wanting to see the 
change process 
succeed Between groups 6 7.22 
Within groups 279 163.34 
Total 285 170.56 
Believing tenure is 
necessary to make 
change Between groups 6 19.15 
Within groups 280 436.73 
Total 286 455.89 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people 
Having opportunity to 
mentor younger 
administrators 
Between groups 6 6.99 
Within groups 280 204.47 
Total 286 211.46 
Between groups 6 9.28 
Within groups 280 324.27 
Total 286 333.55 
Means of Location of 
MS P ratio F prob. SigniFicance significance significance 
1.20 2.06 0.59 No 
0.59 
3.19 2.05 0.06 No 
1.56 
1.16 1.59 0.15 No 
0.73 
1.55 1.34 0.24 No 
1.16 
Table J.23. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 
Within erouns g p
Total 
6 
279 
285 
7.51 
273.21 
280.72 
Feeling valued by 
staff, students, 
and community Between groups 6 3.67 
Within groups 280 140.19 
Total 286 143.85 
Feeling that work is 
fiin and exciting Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Feeling a strong network 
with colleagues Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Fulfill aspirations, feeling 
work is meaningful Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
6 
280 
286 
6 
280 
286 
6 
280 
286 
4.91 
198.87 
203.78 
4.58 
201.73 
206.31 
3.02 
135.90 
138.92 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.25 1.28 0.27 No 
0.98 
0.61 1.22 0.30 No 
0.50 
0.82 1.15 0.33 No 
0.71 
0.76 1.06 0.39 No 
0.72 
0.50 1.04 0.40 No 
0.49 
Table J.23. Continued 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS P ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Receiving support 
from the Board 
of Education Between groups 6 4.46 0.74 
Within groups 280 201.29 0.72 
Total 286 205.75 
1.03 0.40 No 
Feeling strengths are 
best used in this role Between groups 6 2.68 0.45 
Within groups 279 122.64 0.44 
Total 285 125.33 
1.02 0.41 No 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation Between groups 6 
Within groups 280 
Total 286 
5.22 0.87 0.87 0.52 No 
280.76 1.00 
285.99 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 6 
Within groups 280 
Total 286 
5.28 0.88 0.72 0.63 No 
340.60 1.22 
345.87 
Receiving adequate 
pay, benefits Between groups 6 
Within groups 280 
Total 186 
1.73 0.29 0.42 0.87 No 
193.10 0.69 
194.83 
Table J.24. One-way ANOVA of important factors to remain a superintendent by work load 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance : 
Receiving adequate 
pay, benefits Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
2 
282 
284 
3.31 
190.57 
193.87 
1.65 
0.68 
2.44 0.09 No 
Receiving support 
from the Board 
of Education Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
2 
282 
284 
3.41 
200.08 
203.49 
1.71 
0.71 
2.40 0.09 No 
Feeling valued by 
staff, students, 
and community Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
2 
282 
284 
1.86 
141.95 
143.81 
0.93 
0.50 
1.85 0.16 No 
Means of Location of 
Feeling a strong network 
with colleagues Between groups 2 2.64 
Within groups 282 202.82 
Tola! 284 205.45 
1.32 
0.72 
1.83 0.16 No 
Table J.24. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Having opportunity to 
mentor younger 
administrators Between groups 2 3.56 
Within groups 282 327.54 
Total 284 331.10 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 2 3.64 
Within groups 282 341.62 
Total 284 345.26 
Having capacity to 
deal with issues 
and people Between groups 2 1.13 
Within groups 281 134.88 
Total 283 136.20 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation Between groups 2 2.47 
Within groups 282 282.39 
Total 284 284.86 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.78 
1.16 
1.53 0.22 No 
1.82 
1.21 
1.50 0.22 No 
0.66 
0.48 
1.37 0.26 No 
1.24 
1.00 
1.23 0.29 No 
Table J.24. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Believing tenure is 
necessary to make 
change Between groups 2 3.90 
Within groups 282 448.40 
Total 284 452.30 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 2 2.81 
Within groups 280 338.14 
Total 282 340.95 
Fulfill aspirations, 
feeling work is 
meaningful Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Feeling strengths are 
best used in this role Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
2 
282 
284 
2 
281 
283 
1.10 
135.50 
136.60 
0.60 
124.55 
125.15 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.95 1.23 0.29 No 
1.59 
1.41 1.16 0.31 No 
1.21 
0.55 1.14 0.32 No 
0.48 
0.30 0.68 0.51 No 
0.44 
Table J.24. Continued 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 2 1.34 
Within groups 281 278.10 
Total 283 279.44 
Peeling that work is 
fiin and exciting Between groups 2 0.40 
Within groups 282 202.43 
Total 284 202.83 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 2 0.53 
Within groups 282 308.41 
Total 284 308.93 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people Between groups 2 0.30 
Within groups 282 210.49 
Total 284 210.79 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.67 0.68 0.51 No 
0.99 
0.20 0.28 0.76 No 
0.72 
0.26 0.24 0.79 No 
1.09 
0.15 0.20 0.82 No 
0.75 
Table J,24. Continued 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Wanting to see the 
change process 
succeed Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Raising the quality of 
public education Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
2 
281 
283 
2 
282 
284 
0.21 
169.69 
169.90 
0.03 
115.75 
115.78 
0.11 
0.60 
O.OI 
0.41 
0.17 
0.03 
0.84 
0.97 
No 
No 
Table J.25. One-way ANOVA of Important factors to remain a superintendent by location of school district 
Factor 
Source of 
variation Df SS MS 
Means of Location of 
F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Receiving adequate 
pay, benefits Between groups 14 15.75 i.l3 
Within groups 268 177.08 0.66 
Total 282 192.83 
1.70 0.05 Yes 
Receiving support 
from the Board 
of Education Between groups 14 13.27 0.95 
Within groups 268 191.39 0.71 
Total 282 204.66 
1.33 0.19 No 
Raising the quality of 
public education Between groups 14 6.29 0.45 
Within groups 168 108.83 0.41 
Total 282 115.12 
1.11 0.35 No 
Feeling valued by 
staff, students, 
and community Between groups 14 7.60 0.54 
Within groups 268 134.74 0.50 
Total 282 142.35 
1.08 0.38 No 
Table J.25. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Maintaining balance 
between personal 
and professional life Between groups 14 14.91 
Within groups 267 263.24 
Total 281 278.15 
Providing adequate 
power Between groups 14 18.15 
Within groups 266 319.37 
Total 280 337.52 
Getting to work with 
a variety of people Between groups 14 10.71 
Within groups 268 196.81 
Total 282 207.52 
Having capacity to 
deal with issues 
and people Between groups 14 6.46 
Within groups 267 128.45 
Total 281 134.91 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
1.06 1.08 0.38 No 
0.99 
1.30 1.08 0.38 No 
1.20 
0.77 1.04 0.41 No 
0.73 
0.46 0.96 0.50 No 
0.48 
Table J.25. Continued 
Source of 
Factor variation Df SS 
Meeting challenge of 
attacks on public 
education Between groups 14 12.76 
Within groups 268 293.74 
Total 282 306.49 
Feeling that work is 
fun and exciting Between groups 14 7.43 
Within groups 268 190.35 
Total 282 197.77 
Believing tenure is 
necessary to make 
change Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Wanting to see the change 
process succeed Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
14 
268 
282 
14 
267 
281 
16.57 
436.21 
452.78 
5.69 
162.12 
167.81 
Feeling strengths are 
best used in this role Between groups 14 4.12 
Within groups 267 118.45 
Total 281 122.57 
Means of Location of 
MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
0.91 0.83 0.63 No 
1.10 
0.53 0.75 0.73 No 
0.71 
1.18 0.73 0.75 No 
1.63 
0.41 0.67 0.80 No 
0.61 
0.29 0.66 0.81 No 
0.44 
Table J.25. Continued 
Factor 
Source of Means of Location of 
variation Df SS MS F ratio F prob. Significance significance significance 
Fulfill aspirations, feeling 
work is ineaningfiil Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
14 
268 
282 
4.55 
131.53 
136.08 
0.32 
0.49 
0.66 0.81 No 
Meeting needs of my 
family situation 
Having opportunity to 
mentor younger 
administrators 
Between groups 14 8.29 0.59 0.58 0.88 No 
Within groups 268 275.43 1.03 
Total 282 283.72 
Between groups 14 8.25 0.59 0.49 0.94 No 
Within groups 268 322.30 1.20 
Total 282 330.55 
Providing adequate 
prestige Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
Feeling a strong network 
with colleagues Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 
14 
268 
282 
14 
268 
282 
7.58 
336.47 
344.05 
0.54 
1.26 
0.43 0.96 No 
4.08 0.29 0.39 0.98 No 
199.05 0.74 
203.13 
295 
Table J.26. Comparison of mean responses to remain a superintendent by career plans 
(independent t-test)* 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Fulfill my aspirations, feeling my work is 
personally meaningful 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.41 0.60 0.23 0.00 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 3.39 0.78 
Having the capacity to deal with issues and people 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.34 0.60 0.62 0.01 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 149 3.29 0.77 
Having an opportunity to mentor younger administrators 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 2.57 0.98 1.37 0.01 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 2.40 1.16 
Meeting needs of my family situation 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.04 0.93 1.62 0.03 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 2.85 1.05 
Maintaining balance between personal and 
professional life 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 3.01 0.93 2.14 0.10 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 149 2.76 1.03 
Feeling that my strengths are best used in this role 
Superintendent in Iowa 135 3.31 0.59 0.48 0.11 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 3.27 0.72 
Believing that tenure is necessary to make change 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 2.72 1.21 -0.77 0.13 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 2.39 1.31 
Getting to work with a variety of people 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 2.87 0.84 1.53 0.15 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 2.72 0.88 
'0=Not important, 1= Slightly important, 2=Somewhat important, 3= Important, and 
4=Very Important. 
296 
Table J.26. Continued 
Item N Mean SD t-value Probability 
Raising the quality of public education 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 
Not a superintendent in Iowa ISO 
Wanting to see the change process succeed 
Superintendent in Iowa 13S 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 
Feeling valued by staff, students, and community 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 
Receiving adequate pay, benefits 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 
Meeting the challenge of attacks on public 
education 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 
Receiving support from the Board of Education 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 
Providing adequate prestige 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 
Feeling a strong network with colleagues 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 
Feeling that work is fun and exciting 
Superintendent in Iowa 136 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 150 
Providing adequate power 
Superintendent in Iowa 135 
Not a superintendent in Iowa 149 
3.47 
3.39 
3.12 
3.19 
2.90 
3.15 
2.82 
3.01 
3.08 
2.99 
0.60 
0.67 
1.11 
0.69 
0.71 
0.82 
0.81 
0.82 
0.87 
0.81 
0.87 
-0.74 
-2.58 
1.65 1.10 -1.27 
1.82 1.10 
-1.89 
0.94 
1.32 1.10 -0.43 
1.38 1.10 
0.27 
3.30 0.70 1.79 0.32 
3.14 0.83 
0.35 
0.39 
2.58 1.01 0.55 0.43 
2.51 1.06 
3.35 0.83 0.00 0.49 
3.35 0.87 
0.54 
0.65 
0.70 
0.96 
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